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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROJECT NAME: Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge Project 

CLIENT: KPFF Consulting Engineers, c/o Martin Chase, PE  

SITE LOCATION: The Project Area includes parcels north and south of Interstate 90 in the City of 
Issaquah, including the Greenwood Trust Sammamish Cove Park (King County 
Tax Parcels 202406-9070 (City of Issaquah parcel) and 202406-9079 
(Washington State Parks parcel), with an addition parcel is located south of I-90 
King County Tax Parcel 356000-0140). The Public Land Survey System location 
of the property is NW ¼ of Section 20, Township 24 North, Range 6 East, 
Willamette Meridian (W.M.). 

PROJECT STAFF: Ann Olsen, RLA, Senior Project Manager; Jennifer Marriott, PWS, Senior 
Ecologist; Aaron Ellig, Ecologist, Matt Wagner, Landscape Planner/Mitigation 
Designer. 

FIELD SURVEY: The Site was initially evaluated by Talasaea on 4 October 2018, with subsequent 
visits on 8, 11, and 12 October 2018 to identify baseline existing conditions.  
Talasaea also made visits to the Site on 30 October 2018, 19 February 2019, 
and 5 March 2019 to assess hydrology at the Site.  

CRITICAL AREAS DETERMINATION:  Lake Sammamish, Tibbett’s Creek, Schneider Creek, and six (6) 
wetlands, Wetlands A – F, were identified within or adjacent to the project area.  Five (5) of the wetlands 
(Wetlands A-E) were rated as Category III wetlands, and the sixth wetland (Wetland F) was rated as a 
Category II wetland.  These wetlands are associated with the waterbodies listed above.  Both Tibbett’s 
Creek and Schneider Creek originate in the watershed south of I-90.  They are both Class 2 streams with 
salmonids.  Another wetland occurs off-site to the west in a swale (WSDOT Swale) south of I-90 parallel 
to the highway.   

PROJECT NARRATIVE:  Hyla Crossing is an assemblage of parcels on the south side of I-90 near 
Tibbett’s Creek and SR-900.  Currently, stormwater runoff is discharged directly to Tibbett’s Creek with no 
flow control in place as the site was developed as early as the 1960s in some locations.  Flow control is 
now required per the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual and the Rowley Center and Hyla 
Crossing Development Agreement, Appendix I (Utilities).  Detention storage and individual pump stations 
pose an increased flood risk during heavy storm events and lead to larger environmental footprints when 
considering power consumption, maintenance requirements, and standby fuel storage.  As a more 
efficient and appropriate solution, a regional pump station is being proposed to replace the need for 
individual detention systems and associated pump stations.  The design will meet flow control 
requirements by pumping stormwater through a pipeline under I-90 to a nearshore outfall on a City owned 
parcel adjacent to Lake Sammamish.  The pipeline will cross a Washington State Parks parcel and a City 
of Issaquah owned parcel on the north side of I-90, where the outfall is located.  The intent of this 
important project is to provide conveyance to Lake Sammamish as efficiently as possible given the 
proximity of the project on the valley floor to the lake.  The site, given its high groundwater table, cannot 
effectively detain nor treat stormwater through low impact development techniques at this scale. 

HYDROLOGY:  Hydrology for the wetlands within the project area is primarily from groundwater, 
precipitation, and surface water flows during heavy rain events that leads to ponding in dense mats of 
reed canarygrass.  The wetlands in the project area generally drain towards the larger water bodies by 
natural gradients. 

SOILS:  Soils within the Project Area are mapped by the NRCS as Bellingham silt loam (Bh) and 
Sammamish silt loam (Sh).  Areas mapped as Shalcar muck (Sm) and Puget silt clay loam (Pu) occur in 
proximity to the Project Area.  All four (4) soil map units are identified as hydric soils by the NRCS Soil 
Data Access (SDA) Hydric Soils List.    

VEGETATION:  Vegetation across the two northern parcels consists almost entirely of reed canarygrass.  
Some forested vegetation and scrub-shrub vegetation is found along the banks and buffers of Tibbett’s 
Creek and Lake Sammamish.  Forested vegetation on-site consists of red alder, black cottonwood, 
several willow species, red-osier dogwood, salmonberry, and lady fern. 
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PROPOSED PROJECT:  The Hyla Crossing Stormwater Force Main Project proposes to construct a new 
pipeline that will convey treated stormwater within a targeted range from a new pump station to a 
nearshore outfall next Lake Sammamish.  The pipeline will total approximately 2,897 linear feet long.  
This pipeline will consist of a 24-inch HDPE force main to convey water to Lake Sammamish from the 
Hyla Crossing properties.   

In 2017, an adjacent new development completed a bore under Tibbett’s Creek for required utilities and in 
the process installed the 24-inch casing for the future pipeline for the Hyla Crossing stormwater force 
main.  The new pipeline for this project will be connected to this existing casing stub located west of 
Tibbett’s Creek.  The pipeline will then bore under I-90 from where it will change direction heading 
northwest along NW Sammamish Rd before turning north to the outfall. 

Currently, runoff from the Hyla Crossing neighborhood is discharged to Tibbett’s Creek without flow 
control mechanisms.  Future redevelopment of Hyla Crossing would be required to meet Level 2 Flow 
Control requirements.  The use of a new outfall to discharge stormwater directly to Lake Sammamish was 
previously determined to meet the Level 2 flow control requirements as outlined in the Master 
Development Agreement (DA) between Rowley Properties and the City of Issaquah.   

REGULATORY REVIEW:  All critical area impacts must adhere to the policies and guidance for 
compensatory mitigation provided in the following documents: 

• Issaquah Municipal Code, Chapter 18.10 -- Critical Areas; 
• The Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE) Publication #06-06-011a, Wetland 

Mitigation in Washington State – Part 1:  Agency Policies and Guidance, and Part 2:  Developing 
Mitigation Plans (Version 1), dated March 2006; and  

• The Federal Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources Final Rule (33 CFR Parts 
325 and 332, April 10, 2008), effective June 9, 2008.  

The fundamental objective of the compensatory mitigation plan is to offset environmental losses resulting 
from unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S.  Based upon the guidance in the above documents, all 
proposed mitigation shall be based on best available science and shall demonstrate no net loss of critical 
area functions and values. 

ASSESSMENT OF CRITICAL AREA IMPACTS:  Both permanent and temporary critical area impacts will 
occur between the proposed pump station and the nearshore outfall at Lake Sammamish.   

Permanent Impacts:  Construction of the outfall will occur 10 feet landward of the ordinary high water 
mark of Lake Sammamish.  Total impacts from the outfall will be approximately 314 square feet.  The pipe 
will transition from a 24-inch welded steel pipe to a ductile iron pipe with an in-line elastomeric check 
valve at the outfall.  The outfall will consist of a grate inlet bubble up structure with an aluminum bolt down 
grate. Eight inch round rock will be utilized to dissipate energy.   

In addition, an 8-foot wide maintenance access trail will be required between NW Sammamish Rd and the 
nearshore outfall.  This maintenance access trail will be approximately 8 feet wide and will consist of 4-6 
inches of mulch.  This trail will mainly be used for maintenance inspections by the City of Issaquah during 
the growing season and during heavy rain events.  Permanent wetland impacts for both the outfall and 
the maintenance access trail are 5,863 square feet (sf) and permanent buffer impacts are 470 sf.   

Temporary Construction Impacts:  Pipeline construction between the end of the bore at the north side of I-
90 and the nearshore outfall will temporarily impact both wetland and buffer areas.  Temporary wetland 
impacts are 24,896 sf and temporary buffer impacts are 33,678 sf. 

FLOODPLAIN & NATIVE VEGETATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT:  No net loss of floodplain 
compensatory storage is proposed as part of this Project.  A Habitat Impact Analysis (HIA) was prepared 
to assess the potential impacts to native habitats within the 100-year floodplain.  The HIA concluded that 
the project determination of May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA) is appropriate for 
wetlands, streams, water quality or flow, floodplain refugia, or any type of wildlife habitat for listed or non-
listed species.  

PROPOSED MITIGATION:  To mitigate for permanent wetland and buffer impacts, we are proposing 
purchasing credits at the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank (KFMB) recently approved by the Interagency 
Review Team (IRT) in December 2019.  Per Issaquah Municipal Code (IMC) §18.10.720.I: Wetland 
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Mitigation Banking: The City may consider and approve replacement or enhancement of unavoidable 
adverse impacts to wetlands caused by development activities through an approved wetland mitigation 
bank, in advance of authorized impacts.   

To mitigate for temporary wetland and buffer impacts for the pipeline construction, restoration is 
proposed.  To mitigate for floodplain impacts, compensatory flood storage will be provided adjacent to the 
pump station in the buffer for Tibbett’s Creek.  Because the compensatory flood storage is located in the 
Tibbett’s Creek Buffer, and as future requirement of the DA between Rowley Properties, Inc. and the City 
of Issaquah, 0.6 acres of the Tibbett’s Creek buffer will also be restored as part of this project.  (Originally, 
this work was planned to be completed when one million SF was developed in the Hyla Crossing 
neighborhood.  To date, less than 200,000 SF has been developed).  Mitigation will include replacing 
existing impervious surface area with native soils and vegetation. 

Therefore, final mitigation proposed for the Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge Project are as 
follows: 

• Purchase credits at the KFMB for permanent wetland and buffer impacts; 
• Restore 24,896 sf of temporary impacts to Wetland E; 
• Restore 33,678 sf of temporary impacts to Wetland E buffer; 
• Restore 26,194 sf of Tibbett’s Creek buffer for both compensatory flood storage and as per Appendix 

J (Critical Areas) 
.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Report Purpose 
This report is the result of a critical areas study for the Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater 
Discharge Project Area (referred to as “Project Area” hereinafter).  The Project is a linear utility 
that will construct a new force main (pipeline) starting at a new pump station south of Interstate 
90 (I-90) and ending at a nearshore outfall to Lake Sammamish (Figure 1).  The Project Area 
crosses several ownerships including Applicant-owned property, Sammamish Cove Park (public 
land), and several existing rights-of-way, including for I-90 (Figure 2).   

The purpose of this report is to identify, describe, and categorize critical areas on or adjacent to 
the Project Area; assess impacts resulting from the construction of the pump station, force main 
pipeline, and the stormwater outfall; provide a mitigation plan to compensate for proposed 
impacts to critical areas; and restore selected areas of the shoreline per City of Issaquah’s 
Critical Areas Ordinance and Shoreline Master Plan. 

This report has been designed to meet the Critical Areas Studies requirements as outlined 
under §18.10.410 of the Issaquah Municipal Code (IMC).  Specifically, this report provides the 
following information: 

• General property descriptions; 
• Methodology for critical areas investigations; 
• Review and evaluation of existing resource information; 
• Review and evaluation of critical areas on and adjacent to the Project Area; 
• Regulatory review; 
• Project description; 
• Assessment of development impacts to critical areas; 
• Mitigation proposal to offset critical areas impacts; 
• Construction sequencing; 
• Performance monitoring plan and schedule; and 
• Summary 

1.2 Statement of Accuracy 
The critical area studies and regulatory reviews were conducted by trained professionals of 
Talasaea Consultants, Inc., in adherence to the protocols, guidelines, and generally accepted 
industry standards available at the time work was performed.  The conclusions in this report are 
based on the results of analyses performed by Talasaea Consultants and represent our best 
professional judgment.  To that extent, and within the limitations of project scope and budget, 
we believe the information provided herein is accurate and true to the best of our knowledge.  
Talasaea Consultants does not warrant any assumptions or conclusions not expressly made in 
this report or based on information or analyses other than what is included herein. 

1.3 Qualifications 
Field investigations and evaluations were conducted by Talasaea staff including:  Ann Olsen, 
RLA, Senior Project Manager; Jennifer Marriott, PWS, Senior Wetland Ecologist; Richard 
Tveten, Senior Ecologist; and Aaron Ellig, Ecologist.  Mitigation design was prepared by Ann 
Olsen, Registered Landscape Architect, License #777.  Ann has over 27 years in environmental 
planning, mitigation and landscape design, and project management.  Jennifer Marriott has a 
Bachelor’s Degree and a Master’s Degree in Biology from University of Central Florida, and a 
second Master’s Degree in Soil and Environmental Science from the University of Florida.  She 
has over 16 years of experience in wetland delineations and environmental permitting.  Richard 
Tveten has a Master’s Degree in Ecology from Western Washington University and 23 years of 
experience in wetlands delineation, restoration ecology and stormwater management.  Aaron 
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Ellig has a Bachelor’s Degree in Environmental Science from Western Washington University.  
He has 5 years of experience in restoration ecology with 3 years of experience working with 
wetland mitigation and monitoring.   

CHAPTER 2. PROPERTY OVERVIEW 

2.1 Project Overview 
Hyla Crossing is an assemblage of already developed parcels on the south side of I-90.  Before 
redevelopment is possible, engineered flow control must be implemented as part of the 
stormwater management design.  The project proposes to construct a regional pump station, 
pipeline, and nearshore outfall to reduce the risk of flooding and eliminate the need for multiple 
individual detention systems and pump stations in the area.  The proposed development is 
outlined in the Rowley Development Agreement (DA) and the Hyla Crossing Master Drainage 
Plan.   

The proposed force main will connect a new pump station to a new nearshore outfall at Lake 
Sammamish.  Details on the elements of this Project are provided below in Chapter 6.  This 
force main will convey designated stormwater to Lake Sammamish from the various 
redevelopments proposed within Hyla Crossing.  The proposed force main is comprised of six 
(6) elements:  

1. Construction of a new pump station; 
2. Tie into existing underground infrastructure for short segment; 
3. Cross I-90 (bore); 
4. Extend pipeline to Lake Sammamish;  
5. Construct new outfall at edge of Lake Sammamish; and 
6. Connect pipeline to new outfall.  

The Project Area is defined as the pipeline easement within which the pipeline will be 
constructed and maintained.  A greater Study Area was evaluated in order to assess the critical 
areas that occur in the vicinity of the Project Area. The below discussion of existing conditions 
relates to both the narrow Project Area and the greater Study Area.  The City of Issaquah 
requires an evaluation of wetlands within 200 feet of a site, and therefore, for the purposes of 
this report, the Study Area was expanded to include all lands within 200 feet of the Project Area.  

2.2 Property Description and Location 
The Project Area is a new utility corridor that starts at an undeveloped parcel owned by the 
Applicant (King County tax parcel number 356000-0140; Latitude 47.550224, Longitude -
122.067567) and ends at Lake Sammamish within the Greenwood Trust property owned by the 
City of Issaquah, also known as Sammamish Cove Park (King County tax parcel number 
202406-9070; Latitude 47.555503, Longitude -122.073909) (Figures 2 and 3).  The Public Land 
Survey System location of the Project Area is the NW ¼ of Section 20, T24N, R6E.   

The Project Area for this force main will pass through existing rights-of-way (ROW) for several 
local roads, including NW Poplar Way and NW Sammamish Road, as well as for the 
Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT)-managed I-90.   

In 2017, an adjacent new development completed a bore under Tibbett’s Creek for required 
utilities and in the process installed the 24-inch pipe for the future connection to the Hyla 
Crossing stormwater force main.  The new pipeline for this project will be connected to this 
existing pipe stub located within NW Poplar Way west of Tibbett’s Creek.  The pipeline will then 
bore under I-90 from where it will change direction heading northwest along NW Sammamish 
Rd before turning north to the outfall.  The segments crossing under Tibbett’s Creek and within 
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NW Poplar Way were previously installed as part of other projects in the area, and thus, these 
segments are not included within this report/documentation.   

2.3 Existing Site Conditions 
The Project Area south of I-90 is developed except for the WSDOT-maintained swales (portions 
of which were previously identified as linear wetlands) and Tibbett’s Creek.  Very little native 
vegetation occurs within this portion of the Project Area outside of the immediate riparian 
corridor.  Extensive coverage by invasive species are present, including reed canarygrass 
(Phalaris arundinacea) and Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus).   

The Project Area north of I-90 is City-designated open space (Greenwood Trust/Sammamish 
Cove parcel) that is adjacent to Lake Sammamish State Park.  This property is undeveloped, 
though a bridge over Tibbett’s Creek allows access to this property from a parking lot for the 
State Park.  The Greenwood Trust parcel has informal mulched walking trails throughout, 
including through portions of the wetland that are dry in the summer months (Sheet W1.0 in 
Appendix E).  The Study Area extends to include the adjacent parcel to the east that is part of 
the State Park on which two existing baseball fields with minimal infrastructure are located (King 
County tax parcel number 202406-9079).  This parcel is currently excluded from the Project 
Area, though discussions were started, and later discarded, about potentially using this parcel 
for construction staging.   

Vegetation throughout much of the Project Area north of I-90 consists of reed canarygrass and 
Himalayan blackberry in both the wetland and non-wetland areas.  Various species of trees are 
located within the Study Area, within the uplands near Tibbett’s Creek, and within the wetlands 
closer to Lake Sammamish.  Shrub and tree sized willows of various species occur closer to the 
lake.  Within the past 10 years there have been various levels of effort to restore portions of this 
large wetland unit by planting native trees and shrubs.  The proposed pipeline route will not 
impact any of these ongoing efforts. 

The topography is generally flat and gently sloping down towards Lake Sammamish.  Tibbett’s 
Creek is located within a clearly defined channel that occurs in the southeast corner of the 
Project Area, which then continues north and west to Lake Sammamish in the vicinity of the 
Project Area.  Schneider Creek occurs within the Study Area west of the proposed pipeline 
corridor.  An existing dock is located within the Greenwood Trust parcel within the Study Area 
but beyond the limits of the Project Area.  It is our understanding that this dock is grandfathered 
to the parcel. 

CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 

The critical areas analysis of the Project Area involved a two-part effort.  The first part consisted 
of a preliminary assessment of the Project Area and immediate surrounding area using 
published environmental information.  The City of Issaquah requires an evaluation of wetlands, 
potential wetlands, and streams within 200 feet of a site (Study Area).  This information 
included: 

1. Wetland and soils information from resource agencies; 
2. Environmentally critical areas information from the City of Issaquah and King County; 
3. GIS analysis of orthophotography and LIDAR data; and 
4. Relevant studies completed or ongoing on, or in the vicinity of the Project Area. 

The second part of our effort consisted of field investigations where direct observations of 
existing environmental conditions were made.  Plant communities, soils, hydrology, stream, 
lake, and wildlife habitat conditions were observed.  This information was used to help 
characterize critical areas and define the limits of wetland boundaries and the ordinary high 
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water mark (OHWM) of adjacent streams and Lake Sammamish for regulatory purposes (see 
Section 3.2 – Field Investigation below). 

3.1 Background Data Review 
Background information from the following sources was used prior to our field investigations: 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map for 
the Issaquah Quadrangle; 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey for King County Area; 
• City of Issaquah GIS database; 
• King County GIS database; 
• Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Priority Habitats and Species 

online mapping program information; 
• StreamNet and SalmonScape databases; 
• Orthophotography from NAIP, Google Earth Pro, and Earth Explorer; and 
• LiDAR terrain data from DNR LiDAR Portal. 

3.2 Field Investigation 
The Project and Study Areas were initially evaluated by Talasaea on 4 October 2018, with 
subsequent visits on 8, 11, and 12 October 2018 to identify baseline existing conditions.  
Talasaea also made visits to the Project Area on 30 October 2018, 19 February 2019, and 5 
March 2019 to assess hydrology within the large wetland that occurs within both the Project and 
Study Areas on the Greenwood Trust property.  

Critical areas (wetlands, lake OHWM, and streams) were evaluated and delineated on 11 
October 2018, and again on 11 September 2019.   

Wetlands were delineated using the routine methodology described in the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation and 
Identification Manual:  Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region, Version 2 (U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers 2010).  Wetlands were rated using the Washington State Wetland Rating 
System for Western Washington (Hruby 2014).  Wetland buffers were assigned according to 
City of Issaquah Municipal Code (IMC) §18.10.640. 

Plant species were identified according to the taxonomy of Hitchcock, Cronquist, Owensby, and 
Thompson (Hitchcock, et al. 1969).  Taxonomic names were updated, and plant wetland status 
was assigned according to the North American Digital Flora:  National Wetland Plant List, 
Version 2.4.0 (Lichvar 2012).  Wetland classes were determined with the USFWS’s system of 
wetland classification (Cowardin, et al. 1979).  Vegetation was considered to be hydrophytic if 
greater than 50% of the dominant plant species had a wetland indicator status of facultative or 
wetter.  (i.e., facultative, facultative wetland, or obligate wetland).   

Wetland hydrology was determined based on the presence of hydrologic indicators listed in the 
Corps’ Regional Supplement.  These indicators are separated into Primary Indicators and 
Secondary Indicators.  To confirm the presence of wetland hydrology one Primary Indicator or 
two Secondary Indicators must be demonstrated.  Indicators of wetland hydrology may include, 
but are not necessarily limited to:  drainage patterns, drift lines, sediment deposition, 
watermarks, stream gauge data and flood predictions, historical records, visual observation of 
saturated soils, and visual observation of inundation. 

Soils were considered hydric if one or more of the hydric indicators listed in the Corps’ Regional 
Supplement are present.  Indicators include the presence of organic soils, reduced, depleted, or 
gleyed soils, or redoximorphic features in association with reduced soils. 
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An evaluation of patterns of vegetation, soil, and hydrology was made along the interface of 
wetland and upland.  Wetland boundary points were delineated and flagged for later survey.  
Appendix A contains data forms prepared by Talasaea for representative locations in both 
upland and wetland.  These data forms document the vegetation, soil, and hydrology 
information that aided in the wetland boundary determination. 

Wetlands were rated using the Washington Department of Ecology’s (WDOE) Washington State 
Wetland Rating System for Western Washington (Hruby 2014).  Appendix B contains the 
WDOE wetland rating forms for the wetlands identified. 

The OHWM of streams was delineated using the methodology described in Determining the 
Ordinary High Water Mark for Shoreline Management Act Compliance in Washington State 
(Anderson, et al. 2016).  Streams were typed based on the water typing criteria contained under 
WAC 222-16-031, Interim water typing system, which is consistent with IMC §18.10.780, as well 
as WAC 222-16-030, water typing system.  WAC 222-16-031 provides a water type 
conversation table that relates the stream typings between WAC 222-16-030 and WAC 222-16-
031.  

CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 

This section describes the results of our in-house research and field investigations.  For the 
purposes of this report, the term “vicinity” shall mean those areas within ¼ mile of the Project 
Area.   

4.1 Analysis of Resource Information 

4.1.1 National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 
The NWI maps the following features on and within the vicinity of the Project Area (Figure 4): 

• L1UBH:  Lacustrine, Limnetic, Unconsolidated Bottom, Permanently Flooded, consistent 
with portions of Lake Sammamish. 

• PFOC:  Palustrine, Forested, Seasonally Flooded,. 
• PSSC:  Palustrine Scrub-Shrub Seasonally Flooded. 
• PSSCx:  Palustrine, Scrub-Shrub, Seasonally Flooded, Excavated. 
• PEM1A:  Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Temporarily Flooded.  
• PEM1C:  Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent, Seasonally Flooded  
• R4SBC:  Riverine Intermittent Streambed Seasonally Flooded stream consistent with the 

location of Schneider Creek 

4.1.2 Natural Resources Conservation Service 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service maps two (2) map units as overlapping the 
Project Area, including Bellingham silt loam (Bh) and Sammamish silt loam (Sh) (Figure 5).  
Areas mapped as Shalcar muck (Sm) and Puget silt clay loam (Pu) occur in proximity to the 
Project Area.  All four (4) soil map units are identified as hydric soils by the NRCS Soil Data 
Access (SDA) Hydric Soils List.    

4.1.3 King County Critical Areas Map 
King County maps several types of critical areas on and adjacent to the Project Area (Figure 6).  
King County maps three (3) streams and one (1) wetland in the Project Area.  Lake Sammamish 
is identified as a large waterbody adjacent to the Project Area’s western boundary.  The first 
stream, Tibbett’s Creek, is mapped as flowing north through the Project Area before crossing I-
90 and then turning northwest towards Lake Sammamish.  The second stream, Schneider 
Creek, approaches the Greenwood Trust parcel from the south and flows north towards Lake 
Sammamish west of the Project Area.  The third stream is an unnamed and unrated tributary to 
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Tibbett’s Creek that enters Tibbett’s Creek near its 90-degree turn north of I-90 outside of the 
Project Area.      

One large wetland is mapped as occurring in the northwest corner of the Greenwood Trust 
parcel and extending off-site to the north.  The majority of the Greenwood Trust parcel falls 
within the FEMA preliminary 100-year floodplain, and a small portion of this parcel is mapped as 
a seismic hazard area.    

4.1.4 City of Issaquah Critical Areas Map 
The City of Issaquah does not map critical areas (wetlands, streams, steep slopes) as a data 
layer within the City’s GIS Data Viewer.  The City does, however, map portions of the Project 
Area within the 100-year floodplain of Lake Sammamish.  Tibbett’s Creek and Schneider Creek 
are depicted on the database as well with Tibbett’s Creek identified as a floodway (Figure 7).   

4.1.5 Priority Habitats and Species 
We reviewed WDFW’s Priority Habitats and Species online mapping tool.  The following priority 
species are mapped on and adjacent to the Project Area: 

• Winter Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss):  Occurrence, breeding area 
• Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch):  Occurrence, breeding area, migration 
• Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka):  Occurrence, migration 
• Resident Coastal Cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki):  Occurrence, migration 
• Kokanee trout (Oncorhynchus nerka):  Occurrence, migration 
• Townsend’s Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus townsendii):  Communal Roost 
• Yuma myotis Bat (Myotis yumanensis):  Breeding area 
• Little Brown Bat (Myotis lucifugus):  Breeding area 
• Big Brown Bat (Eptesicus fuscus):  Communal roost 

In addition to priority species, the below priority habitats are mapped: 

• Freshwater Emergent Wetland aquatic habitat 
• Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland aquatic habitat 
• Freshwater Pond aquatic habitat 
• Lake aquatic habitat 

4.1.6 SalmonScape and StreamNet 
Tibbett’s Creek is mapped by SalmonScape and StreamNet as a Class 2 fish-bearing stream.  
Species listed as using the creek are:  Winter Steelhead trout, Kokanee salmon, Sockeye 
salmon, Resident Coastal Cutthroat trout, Chinook salmon, and Coho salmon.  On both 
databases, a stream in the vicinity of Schneider Creek is shown but not named and not 
identified as fish-bearing.   

4.1.7 Federally Listed Species 
Both Chinook salmon status: endangered) and steelhead trout (aka winter steelhead, status: 
threatened) are federally listed species for the Puget Sound region that are mapped as 
occurring within Lake Sammamish and Tibbett’s Creek.   

4.2 Analysis of Existing Site Conditions 
Existing site conditions are outlined below and are based on delineation efforts undertaken as 
part of this specific project, as well as compiling previous delineations that were completed in 
recent years by projects in the surrounding areas.  
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Table 1. Summary of Critical Areas Locations within Project and Study Areas. 
Feature ID Project Area Study Area 
Wetland A No YES 
Wetland B No YES 
Wetland C No YES 
Wetland D No YES 
Wetland E YES YES 
Wetland F No YES 

Tibbett’s Creek Wetland No YES 
WSDOT Swale (Linear Wetland) No YES 

Tibbett’s Creek No YES 
Schneider Creek No YES 

Lake Sammamish YES YES 
 

4.2.1 Wetlands 
Six (6) regulated wetlands were identified on, or in the vicinity of, the Project Area north of I-90 
on the Greenwood Trust property as well as the adjacent State Park parcel (Sheet W1.0 in 
Appendix E).  These wetlands are described in more detail below.  Additional wetlands occur 
near the Project Area south of I-90 that were previously identified on recently completed 
projects.  This includes a large wetland west of Tibbett’s Creek (Tibbett’s Creek Wetland), south 
of the Project Area, as well as a small segment of a linear wetland that occurs in conjunction 
with one of the WSDOT-maintained swales (WSDOT Swale - West) near where the project 
proposes to bore under I-90.  These wetlands are described in more detail below as well.   

4.2.1.1 Wetland A 
Wetland A is a depressional, palustrine emergent wetland according to the Hydrogeomorphic 
and Cowardin wetland classification systems, respectively (Brinson, n.d.) (Cowardin, et al. 
1979).  The wetland totals 7,657 sf (0.18 acres) on the Project Area.  This wetland is located in 
the southeast corner of the Washington State Parks parcel on the north side of I-90.  Wetland A 
is primarily vegetated with reed canarygrass. 

Soils in this wetland are generally a brown (10YR 4/2) sandy loam from 0-12 inches below the 
soil surface and a dark brown (10YR 4/1) loam with dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) 
redoximorphic concentrations from 12-17 inches.  Hydrology for Wetland A is provided primarily 
by groundwater and direct precipitation.  A plastic culvert drains surface water from Wetland A 
to Wetland B.  No direct hydrology observations were made at the time of the site visit, however, 
hummocky reed canarygrass suggests standing surface water in the spring. 

Wetland A scored 7 points for Water Quality Functions, 6 points for Hydrologic Functions, and 5 
points for Habitat Functions.  The Total Score for Functions was 18.  This satisfies the criteria 
for classification of Wetland A as a City of Issaquah Category III wetland per IMC §18.10.640.C.  
Category III wetlands with a Habitat Function score of 5 require a standard buffer of 75 feet.   

4.2.1.2 Wetland B 
Wetland B is a depressional, palustrine emergent wetland according to the Hydrogeomorphic 
and Cowardin wetland classification systems, respectively.  The wetland totals 9,978 sf (0.23 
acres) on the Project Area.  This wetland is located on the east side of the Washington State 
Parks parcel, just north of Wetland A.  Wetland B is primarily vegetated with reed canarygrass.  
Other species that occur within the wetland include Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia) and a single 
black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa) tree. 
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Soils in this wetland are generally a brown (10YR 4/3) loam from 0-10 inches below the soil 
surface and a dark brown (10YR 4/1) silt loam with yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) redoximorphic 
concentrations from 12-17 inches.  Hydrology for Wetland B is provided primarily by 
groundwater, surface water inputs from Wetland A, and direct precipitation.  Surface water 
drains water from Wetland B to Tibbett’s Creek.  No direct hydrology observations were made at 
the time of the site visit, however, hummocky reed canarygrass suggests standing surface water 
in the spring. 

Wetland B scored 7 points for Water Quality Functions, 6 points for Hydrologic Functions, and 5 
points for Habitat Functions.  The Total Score for Functions was 18.  This satisfies the criteria 
for classification of Wetland B as a City of Issaquah Category III wetland per IMC §18.10.640.C.  
Category III wetlands with a Habitat Function score of 5 require a standard buffer of 75 feet.   

4.2.1.3 Wetland C 
Wetland C is a depressional, palustrine emergent wetland according to the Hydrogeomorphic 
and Cowardin wetland classification systems, respectively.  The wetland totals 2,122 sf (0.05 
acres) on the Project Area.  This wetland is located east side of the Washington State Parks 
parcel, north of Wetland B.  Wetland C is primarily vegetated with reed canarygrass. 

Soils in this wetland are generally a brown loam and silt loam with slight mottling.  Hydrology for 
Wetland C is provided primarily by groundwater, surface water flows from Wetland B, and direct 
precipitation.  A plastic 6” flex pipe drains surface water under the trail from Wetland C to 
Tibbett’s Creek.  No direct hydrology observations were made at the time of the site visit. 

Wetland C scored 7 points for Water Quality Functions, 6 points for Hydrologic Functions, and 5 
points for Habitat Functions.  The Total Score for Functions was 18.  This satisfies the criteria 
for classification of Wetland C as a City of Issaquah Category III wetland per IMC §18.10.640.C.  
Category III wetlands with a Habitat Function score of 5 require a standard buffer of 75 feet.   

4.2.1.4 Wetland D 
Wetland D is a depressional, palustrine emergent wetland according to the Hydrogeomorphic 
and Cowardin wetland classification systems, respectively.  The wetland totals 4,417 sf (0.1 
acres) on the Project Area.  This wetland is located in the center of the Washington State Parks 
parcel.  Wetland D is primarily vegetated with reed canarygrass. 

Soils in this wetland are generally a brown loam and silt loam with slight mottling.  Hydrology for 
Wetland D is provided primarily by groundwater and direct precipitation.  A plastic culvert drains 
surface water from Wetland D to Tibbett’s Creek.  No direct hydrology observations were made 
at the time of the site visit. 

Wetland D scored 7 points for Water Quality Functions, 6 points for Hydrologic Functions, and 5 
points for Habitat Functions.  The Total Score for Functions was 18.  This satisfies the criteria 
for classification of Wetland D as a City of Issaquah Category III wetland per IMC §18.10.640.C.  
Category III wetlands with a Habitat Function score of 5 require a standard buffer of 75 feet.   

4.2.1.5 Wetland E 
Wetland E is a slope wetland that transitions to a lacustrine fringe wetland where this wetland 
occurs adjacent to Lake Sammamish (Hydrogeomorphic wetland classification system).  This 
wetland is classified as a palustrine emergent/forested wetland consistent with the Cowardin 
wetland classification system.  The nearshore portion of the wetland is forested with an 
emergent understory.  The wetland totals 475,261 sf (17.1 acres) on the Project Area.  This 
wetland extends over the majority of the Greenwood Trust parcel.  Wetland E occurs within 
shoreline jurisdiction due to its location adjacent to Lake Sammamish, a Shoreline of the State.  
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Wetland E is dominated by reed canarygrass across the vast majority of the wetland except 
near the lake shore.  The vegetation near the lake shore consists of black cottonwood, several 
species of willow (Salix spp.), red osier dogwood (Cornus sericea), salmonberry (Rubus 
spectabilis), Himalayan blackberry, black twinberry (Lonicera involucrata), highbush cranberry 
(Viburnum opulus), and lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina). 

Soils in this wetland are generally a brown loam and silt loam with slight mottling.  Hydrology for 
Wetland E is provided primarily by groundwater and direct precipitation except for those areas 
of the wetland occurring adjacent to the lake.  Water generally flows down gradient from east to 
west towards Lake Sammamish.  Several areas of shallow surface water ponding and a high 
water table were observed throughout the early parts of the growing season.  This wetland is 
typically dry in the summer months with little saturation and no inundation except where the lake 
supports wetland hydrology.  

Wetland E scored 7 points for Water Quality Functions, 6 points for Hydrologic Functions, and 6 
points for Habitat Functions.  The Total Score for Functions was 19.  This satisfies the criteria 
for classification of Wetland E as a City of Issaquah Category III wetland per IMC §18.10.640.C.  
Category III wetlands with a Habitat Function score of 5 require a standard buffer of 75 feet.   

4.2.1.6 Wetland F 
Wetland F is a riverine, palustrine scrub-shrub wetland associated with Tibbett’s Creek.  The 
wetland totals 6,446 sf (0.15 acres) on the Project Area.  This wetland is located on the 
southern side of Tibbett’s Creek within the greater stream channel.  Wetland F appears to have 
been previously restored and consists of diverse native shrubs.  The vegetation within this 
wetland consists of red alder (Alnus rubra), black cottonwood, willows, red osier dogwood, 
salmonberry, Himalayan blackberry, black twinberry, and thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus). 

Soils in this wetland are generally a brown loam and silt loam with slight mottling.  Hydrology for 
Wetland F is provided primarily by groundwater and overbank flooding from Tibbett’s Creek.   

Wetland F scored 8 points for Water Quality Functions, 7 points for Hydrologic Functions, and 6 
points for Habitat Functions.  The Total Score for Functions was 21.  This satisfies the criteria 
for classification of Wetland F as a City of Issaquah Category II wetland per IMC §18.10.640.C.  
Category II wetlands with a Habitat Function score of 6 require a standard buffer of 100 feet.   

4.2.1.7 Tibbett’s Creek Wetland 
The Tibbett’s Creek Wetland is a large wetland complex that occurs south of the Project Area, 
on the west side of Tibbett’s Creek.  This large wetland was previously identified, delineated, 
and rated as part of several projects in this area.  No datasheets or rating sheets are provided 
for this wetland as it occurs beyond the Project Area.  Tibbett’s Creek occurs within the buffer 
for this wetland between this wetland and the Project.  

4.2.1.8 WSDOT Swales 
A linear wetland was previously identified in the ROW on the south side of I-90 as part of the 
Anthology Apartments Project.  This linear wetland is part of the WSDOT maintenance swale 
that manages runoff from I-90 south of the highway.  Two separate swales are associated with 
the WSDOT ROW and are identified as WSDOT Swale – East and WSDOT Swale – West, 
which are separated by Tibbets Creek.  No datasheets or rating sheets are provided for this 
wetland as part of this report.   

4.2.2 Streams 
Two (2) streams, Schneider Creek and Tibbett’s Creek, were identified on or adjacent to the 
Project Area.   
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4.2.2.1 Schneider Creek 
Schneider Creek is located along the southwest edge of the Greenwood Trust parcel that 
discharges into Lake Sammamish.  Previous beaver activity in this stream has affected the 
channel and flows have periodically been rerouted through the southwest corner of Wetland E 
as a result of beaver dams.  The most recent dams were removed in 2019 to redirect stream 
flow back into the main stream channel.  Schneider Creek is identified as a Class 2 watercourse 
with salmonids.  Class 2 streams used by salmonids in the City of Issaquah require a standard 
100-foot buffer measured landward from the OHWM.  Part of the buffer for Schneider Creek 
overlaps Wetland E.   

4.2.2.2 Tibbett’s Creek 
Tibbett’s Creek starts south of the Project Area and conveys regional drainage to Lake 
Sammamish.  Tibbett’s Creek crosses the Project Area south of I-90 before flowing under I-90.  
Tibbett’s Creek then flows along the east side of the State Park parcel before making a 90-
degree turn to the northwest towards Lake Sammamish.   

Large portions of Tibbett’s Creek occur within a clearly defined area that is designated as a 
floodway.  Mapped 100-year floodplain associated with Tibbett’s Creek extends into the 
Tibbett’s Creek Wetland, as well as into the WSDOT swales south of I-90.  Additional mapped 
100-year floodplain occurs where Tibbett’s Creek conflues with Lake Sammamish, and portions 
of this floodplain extend over much of Wetland E within the Greenwood Trust property.  Tibbett’s 
Creek itself is located entirely outside of the Project Area.  Tibbett’s Creek is identified as a 
Class 2 watercourse with salmonids.  Class 2 streams used by salmonids in the City of 
Issaquah require a standard 100-foot buffer measured landwards from the OHWM.  

4.2.2.3 NW Sammamish Rd Swale 
The NW Sammamish Rd Swale is located on the north side of NW Sammamish Road.  The 
swale runs from east to west and is approximately 600 feet in length before the channel 
disperses into the adjacent wetland system (Wetland E).  The swale is a constructed feature to 
manage surface runoff with no direct surface connections to streams.  The swale is identified as 
a linear wetland feature that is associated with Wetland E.  It should be noted that the NW 
Sammamish Rd Swale is not a separate feature, but rather a distinctly different part of Wetland 
E that is located along the southern boundary.  The swale is heavily disturbed and functions to 
convey stormwater from the adjacent roads. 

Hydrology for the swale is primarily supported by two 12-inch culverts and one 18-inch culvert 
that feed runoff into this feature from the surrounding area, as well as sheet flows from the road.  
These culverts line up directly with the stormwater drains along I-90 and NW Sammamish Road.  
Hydrology appears to be present for short durations throughout the year and is presumed to 
correlated with heavy rain events.    

Typical vegetation along the entire reach is reed canarygrass and Himalayan blackberry.  
Common invasive vegetation identified within the swale such as thistle spp., willowherb, and 
common mullein indicating prolonged periods of dry conditions.   

4.2.3 Lake Sammamish 
Lake Sammamish is a large lake located adjacent to the Project Area that is part of the regional 
stormwater management. There is a lake fringe wetland (portion of Wetland E).  Lake 
Sammamish bathymetry adjacent to the shoreline near the Project Area reflected a shallow 
water depth extending a substantial distance into the open water portion of the lake.  Sediment 
plumes are periodically present in the broad vicinity of the Project area, as indicated via a 
review of aerial imagery, which are associated with where Tibbett’s and Schneider Creeks 
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discharge into Lake Sammamish, east and west of the Project Area, respectively.  A small cove 
occurs in the Lake Sammamish shoreline where the Project Area is proposed.    

The OHWM of Lake Sammamish was evaluated in the field based on field indicators.  However, 
Lake Sammamish also has a defined OHWM elevation (standard elevation of 31.76 (feet) 
NAVD88 or 28.18 (feet) NGVD29, Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Chapter 4.1.1.4) defined by 
a set elevation, which was used for the purposes of this project.  Buffers for Lake Sammamish 
are variable and dependent on the SMP based on the type of project proposed.  Buffers and 
setbacks off Lake Sammamish do not apply to water-dependent utilities, such as stormwater 
discharge and outfall projects (SMP Chapter 4.5, Table 2 Development Standards for Shoreline 
Environments).  

4.2.4 Floodplain Area 
The City of Issaquah has identified the regulatory floodplain as areas of special flood hazard, 
which correspond with the FEMA 100-Year Floodplain.  A Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) is 
defined as the land area covered by the floodwaters of the base flood on National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIS) Maps.  Tibbett’s Creek is mapped as Floodway but no parts of the 
Project Area are mapped as a Channel Migration Area, though portions of the Project Area are 
mapped within the 100-Year FEMA Floodplain.  The 100-Year FEMA Floodplain (SFHA) as 
mapped by King County iMap is shown in Photo 1 below.  The 100-year floodplain as mapped 
by FEMA in Firmette is consistent with the maps provided by the City of Issaquah (Flood Map 
#53033C0687F, Panel 687 of 1725 for King County, Washington).  The two maps (City vs 
County) are different because the original FEMA map (shown on the left) has been 
superseded by a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR).  The LOMR is reflected in the King County 
iMap.  The result is that the floodplain is much more confined through the project site 
 

   
Photo 1. Mapped 100-year FEMA floodplain over the Site (City Map, Left, 1995; King County 
iMap, Right, 2020). 

CHAPTER 5. ANALYSIS OF CRITICAL AREAS REGULATIONS 

5.1 City of Issaquah 
The City of Issaquah land use designation for the Hyla Crossing neighborhood, which includes 
the proposed force main, is Urban Village.  The Rowley properties, along with several others 
south of I-90, are a part of a Development Agreement (DA).  Previous delineations and 
stipulations outlined in this previously approved DA will be followed to ensure all parts of this 
agreement are met.  See Appendix C for the Section J of the DA relating to critical areas.   
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Critical areas within the Project Area are subject to the regulations of the City of Issaquah’s 
Shoreline Master Program (SMP) and Issaquah Municipal Code (IMC) Critical Areas Chapter 
18.10.   

5.1.1 Non-Shoreline Jurisdiction 
The majority of the Project Area occurs outside of shoreline jurisdiction except for those areas 
that fall within Wetland E.  IMC §18.10 applies to all critical areas within the Project and Study 
Areas, except for Wetland E, and defines the allowable uses and modifications to these critical 
areas, as well as outlining appropriate mitigation measures.  

5.1.2 Shoreline Jurisdiction 
IMC Chapter 18.10.765 notes that “development activity within 200 feet of the OHWM of Lake 
Sammamish is subject to the Shoreline Master Program (SMP).”  The SMP ultimately redirects 
back to IMC Chapter 18.10 to address impacts to critical areas and subsequent mitigation to 
compensate for critical areas impacts. IMC §18.10.720 outlines the requirements for mitigation 
for wetland impacts.  In lieu of Permittee Responsible mitigation on the site, IMC §18.10.720.I 
allows for the use of mitigation banking: 

Wetland Mitigation Banking: The City may consider and approve replacement or 
enhancement of unavoidable adverse impacts to wetlands caused by development 
activities through an approved wetland mitigation bank, in advance of authorized impacts. 

The Project Area occurs within the service area of the newly approved Keller Farm Mitigation 
Bank (KFMB) recently approved by the Interagency Review Team (IRT) in December 2019. 

Lake Sammamish is designated as a Shoreline of the State, and the section of shoreline 
adjacent to the Project Area has been designated as an Urban Conservancy shoreline 
environment.  A large wetland, Wetland E, falls within the 200-foot shorelands, and extends 
beyond the 200-foot width shorelands.  The extent of this wetland extends beyond the mapped 
FEMA 100-year floodplain so it is presumed that shoreline jurisdiction will extend beyond Lake 
Sammamish through the entirety of the Wetland E boundaries.   

Utilities are an allowable use within Lake Sammamish Urban Conservancy through a Shoreline 
Substantial Development Permit (SSDP).  Buffers and setbacks from the SMP do not apply to 
water-dependent uses such as stormwater outfalls, therefore, no buffers have been applied to 
Lake Sammamish for this Project.    

5.2 State and Federal Regulations 

5.2.1 Washington State Regulations 
Critical areas (wetlands and streams) on the Project Area are subject to regulation at the State 
level primarily by the following statutes: 

• State Water Pollution Control Act (administered by WDOE) 
• Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act (administered by WDOE) 
• Hydraulic Code of Washington (administered by WDFW) 

WDOE uses Section 401 State Water Quality Certification (WQC) as the primary mechanism for 
implementing the provisions of the State Water Pollution Control Act.  Section 401 WQC is 
typically issued in conjunction with Section 404 permits from the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps).  Any impacts within the OHWM of streams or lakes, or that have the potential to affect 
streams or lakes, would also be regulated under the Hydraulic Code of Washington as part of 
the Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) permit process.   
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5.2.2 Federal Regulations 
Critical areas (wetlands and streams) on the Project Area are also subject to Federal 
regulations under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The Corps is responsible for 
administering compliance with Section 404 via the issuance of Nationwide or Individual Permits 
for any fill or dredging activities within wetlands, streams, or other “Waters of the United States”.  
Direct impacts (filling or dredging) to wetlands are being proposed for this project and will 
require 401 and 404 permits.   

Federal regulations also evaluate the Project against applicable regulations for federally listed 
species through the ESA, and an effects determination is approved through this ESA review 
process.  

CHAPTER 6. PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge Project proposes to construct a new pipeline 
that will convey treated stormwater within a targeted range from a new pump station to a 
nearshore outfall to Lake Sammamish.  The pipeline will total approximately 2,897 linear feet 
long.  This pipeline will consist of a 24- inch HDPE force main to convey water to Lake 
Sammamish from properties south of I-90.  

In 2017, an adjacent new development completed a bore under Tibbett’s Creek for required 
utilities and in the process installed the 24-inch pipe for the future connection to the Hyla 
Crossing stormwater force main.  The new pipeline for this project will be connected to this 
existing pipe stub located within NW Poplar Way west of Tibbett’s Creek.  The pipeline will then 
bore under I-90 from where it will change direction heading northwest along NW Sammamish 
Rd before turning north to the outfall.   

Currently, runoff from the Hyla Crossing neighborhood is discharged to Tibbett’s Creek without 
flow control mechanisms.  Future redevelopment of Hyla Crossing is required to meet Level 2 
Flow Control requirements.  The use of a new outfall to discharge stormwater directly to Lake 
Sammamish was previously determined to meet the Level 2 flow control requirements as 
outlined in the Development Agreement (DA) between Rowley Properties and the City of 
Issaquah.   

6.1 Project Elements 

6.1.1 Pump Station 
The pump station will be an approximately 900 square-foot concrete structure housing four 
pumps.  Flows between 50 percent of the 2-year and the 50-year pre-developed peak flow will 
be split between the new Lake Sammamish outfall structure through the proposed force main 
and the nearby WSDOT Swale - East which will convey these flows to Tibbett’s Creek.  Tibbett’s 
Creek base and flood flows will be discharged to the WSDOT Swale – East as well.  This swale 
is considered a non-regulated feature that conveys stormwater to Tibbett’s Creek in its existing 
condition.  The WSDOT Swale - East outfall will consist of a structured bubble up system that 
will be placed above the OHWM of Tibbett’s Creek and above WSDOT Swale – East.  
Estimated 100-year peak flows will not exceed 19 cubic feet per second (cfs) through the bubble 
up structure based on hydraulic models.  The outfall will comply with all level 2 flow control 
requirements as outlined by the City of Issaquah.  Standard temporary construction sediment 
and flow control best management practices (BMPs) will be implemented.  Stormwater will be 
diverted through the remaining two pumps to the nearshore outfall next to Lake Sammamish in 
accordance with the Tibbett’s Creek level 2 flow control standard.   

The Lake Sammamish force main route, upon leaving the pump station, will tie into an existing, 
buried pipeline that was installed in conjunction with previous nearby developments.  This 
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buried pipe extends underneath Tibbett’s Creek and a portion of the newly constructed NW 
Poplar Way west of the pump station.  The existing pipe ends at the northwest corner of the new 
office building commercial development, in WSDOT Swale – West, and was positioned to set 
this Project up for the turn to bore underneath I-90.     

Based on hydraulic modeling, the peak flow through the Lake Sammamish force main will not 
exceed 11.6 cfs.  Lake Sammamish is designated as an exempt receiving water and therefore 
does not have applicable flow control requirements.    

6.1.2 I-90 Force main Crossing (Bore) 
The I-90 force main crossing will involve boring underneath I-90.  The sending and receiving pits 
will be located outside of the WSDOT ROW for I-90 south of the highway but will occur partially 
within the NW Sammamish Rd ROW north of the highway.  The I-90 force main crossing will 
utilize a trenchless construction method to minimize impacts to critical areas and reduce 
impacts to general highway functionality.   

Several alternative crossing locations and construction methods were considered to determine 
the most appropriate option for this location.  Existing site constraints for this crossing, including 
a sanitary sewer located at Northwest Poplar Way and the eastbound I-90 swale, restricted 
what boring locations, angles, and depths were best suited for this Project.  The existing 
infrastructure pushed the casing to 14-feet below highway grade, which is the current 
conceptual design.  Final design as per WSDoT regulations and issued permit. 

6.1.3 NW Sammamish Rd Swale 
The NW Sammamish Rd Swale north of I-90 will be temporarily impacted to install the pipeline 
below grade.  This roadside swale was delineated as part of Wetland E due to the connected 
vegetation and wetland hydrology.   

The installation of the force main north of I-90 will use open cut construction methods once 
pipeline resurfaces north of I-90.  The pipeline will follow this roadside swale parallel to NW 
Sammamish Road until the pipeline route turns towards Lake Sammamish.  Much of the 
pipeline in this segment will occur within the road prism at the upper limits of the roadside swale, 
and thus impacts to critical areas will be minimized.  

All equipment will be staged on NW Sammamish Road and all construction during this phase is 
proposed to occur outside of Wetland E.  

6.1.4 Pipeline Connecting Road to Outfall 
The force main stretch between NW Sammamish Road and the nearshore outfall will use an 
open cut installation method through Wetland E.  The pipe is expected to be laid approximately 
three (3) feet below the soil surface before being backfilled by suitable material.  Heavy 
equipment will be necessary during the entire installation.  Precautions will be taken to minimize 
disturbances to the wetland, including soil compaction throughout the wetland and wetland 
buffer. 

6.1.5 Nearshore Outfall 
A submerged lake outfall was previously approved and a State Environmental Policy Act 
Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (SEPA MDNS, SEP11-00005) was issued by the 
City of Issaquah.  However, the previously approved submerged lake outfall did not reflect the 
most current regulations of allowable actions regarding stormwater facilities in lakes, nor did the 
submerged lake outfall feasibility assessments account for the actual bathymetry within this 
portion of the lake.  A detailed evaluation of this previously approved submerged lake outfall 
concept identified the constraints of this outfall design, and alternatives were discussed with the 
Agencies. A Joint Agency Pre-Application meeting was held on 27 February 2019 to discuss the 



 Critical Areas Report and 
Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge Project              Conceptual Mitigation Plan 

1 April 2020 Copyright © 2020 Talasaea Consultants, Inc. 
1775 Hyla Crossing SW Outfall CAR-1 (1Apr2020).docx Page 15 

outfall options.  Based on recommendations by the stakeholders at this joint Agency meeting, 
the submerged outfall was discarded in favor of a nearshore outfall structure that would be 
located 10 feet upslope of the OHWM for Lake Sammamish.   

The proposed nearshore outfall structure will consist of a bubble up system that will be placed 
above the OHWM of the lake consistent with WDFW guidance.  Estimated peak flow rates will 
not exceed 11.6 cfs through this force main based on hydraulic models.  The use of a new 
outfall into Lake Sammamish was previously determined to meet the Level 2 flow control 
requirements as outlined in the DA with the City of Issaquah.  The proposed nearshore outfall 
configuration was determined to be less impactful to critical areas than the previously proposed 
submerged lake outfall for the following reasons: 

• Coffer Dam has huge temp impact to sediments, 
• Fish screen on the pipe is a nuisance hazard for recreation, and 
• Shifting lakebed sediment would interfere with a submerged outfall. 

Standard temporary construction sediment and flow control best management practices (BMPs) 
will be implemented during construction of the nearshore outfall.   

6.2 Enhanced Stormwater Treatment 
The proposed development will not provide additional water quality treatment since no new 
pollution generating surfaces are proposed as part of this project.  Water quality treatment will 
be provided by subsequent developments prior to discharge to the proposed pump station.  
Treated stormwater will be dispersed appropriately between Tibbett’s Creek and the nearshore 
outfall along Lake Sammamish.  This system will effectively manage the risk of flooding over the 
current configuration.   

6.3 Project Alternatives 
Federal, State, and local guidelines require avoidance of critical area impacts, followed by 
minimization of impacts, then compensation for unavoidable impacts in some fashion consistent 
with the applicable regulations.  More details on the mitigation sequencing for this Project are 
provided below in Chapter 8.2.  As part of the mitigation sequencing process, the Project was 
evaluated for alternatives to the preferred option that is outlined in this report.   

Evaluation of potential alternatives for the Hyla Crossing force main started several years ago 
with the submittal of materials that led to the issuance of a SEPA determination.  That issued 
SEPA determination was for the construction of a submerged outfall structure within Lake 
Sammamish.  In the intervening years, additional survey data was collected to be able to more 
accurately map the bathymetry within Lake Sammamish where the new outfall was proposed.  
The actual shoreline and lakebed drop-off was significantly more gradual than conceptual 
profiles previously identified.  As a result of this additional survey, it was determined that the 
submerged outfall would need to be placed approximately 200 feet offshore from the lake 
OHWM.  During the joint Agency pre-application meeting, several Agency staff noted that 
current state regulations make submerged stormwater outfalls incredibly challenging (to near 
impossible) to permit due to their invasive nature and high risk for causing impacts to lake 
resources and wildlife. 

Other alternatives were evaluated to consider different locations of the outfall structure and use 
of a dispersion trench.  These subsequent alternatives were each discarded for similar reasons 
– limited suitable area within which to work and challenges finding a viable path through all 
applicable environmental regulations.   

Based on the above evaluations of potential pipeline alignments, different types of outfall 
structures, and different locations of the outfall structure, the most appropriate location for the 
proposed project is what is currently reflected as the Project.   
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CHAPTER 7. IMPACTS OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

7.1 Assessment of Development Impacts 
Both permanent and temporary wetland and buffer impacts are necessary to install and manage 
the pipeline and nearshore outfall (Sheet W2.0 in Appendix E).  Direct wetland and buffer 
impacts are anticipated for placement of the pipeline through Wetland E and maintenance of a 
maintenance easement, as well as for the outfall construction.   

The total Project Area is 102,943 sf, of which approximately 6,333 sf of permanent wetland and 
buffer impacts and 58,574 sf of temporary wetland and buffer impacts, are anticipated for the 
pipeline and outfall installation.  Permanent and temporary impact areas are summarized in the 
Table 2 below.  

Table 2.  Summary of Critical Area Impacts 

Feature ID Permanent Wetland/Buffer 
Impacts 

Temporary Wetland/Buffer 
Impacts 

Wetland A 0 0 
Wetland B 0 0 
Wetland C 0 0 
Wetland D 0 0 

Wetland E – outfall, 
pipeline/access trail 

314 sf outfall 
5,549 sf pipeline/trail 

470 sf buffer 

24,896 sf wetland 
33,678 sf buffer 

Wetland F 0 0 
Tibbett’s Creek Wetland 0 0 
Off-site WSDOT Swale 

(Linear Wetland) 0 0 

Tibbett’s Creek 0 0 
Lake Sammamish 0 0 

TOTAL 6,333 sf 58,574 sf 

7.1.1 Pump Station 
Construction of the pump station will occur outside of the buffer for Tibbett’s Creek.  However, 
the pump station is proposed within the mapped Tibbett’s Creek flood plain.  This will require 
placement of fill within the floodplain to bring the first floor finished elevation to the required 1-
foot above the 100-year flood elevation.  Flood storage compensation is required.  
Compensatory flood storage and a no-rise study is a requirement of the Flood Hazard Permit 
and was prepared by Watershed Science and Engineering and KPFF Consulting Engineers.   

7.1.2 I-90 Force Main Crossing (Bore) 
No impacts from the construction of the sending pit on south side of I-90 to critical areas are 
anticipated as a result of this utility bore underneath of I-90.  The receiving pit on the north side 
of I-90 will temporarily impact Wetland E and its buffer.   

7.1.3 NW Sammamish Rd Swale 
The Project will be constructed at the edge of the NW Sammamish Road ROW, upslope of the 
Wetland E delineation.  Temporary impacts to the buffer will result from pipe installation.   

7.1.4 Pipeline Connecting Road to Outfall 
The portion of the pipeline that connects the segment along NW Sammamish to the new 
nearshore outfall will cross Wetland E, triggering both permanent and temporary wetland 
impacts.   
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Permanent wetland and buffer impacts totally 6,333 sf are anticipated for the area of the 
pipeline itself, which will be maintained as an approximately 8-foot wide access trail along the 
entire length of the piped segment between the NW Sammamish Road ROW and the nearshore 
outfall.  The access trail will tie into an existing pull-out along NW Sammamish Road.  The trail 
will be a maintained trail consisting of arborist mulch that can be used by pedestrians or small 
utility vehicles to access the outfall structure.  Long-term maintenance of this access trail may 
include mowing vegetation along the edge of the trail, monthly inspections during the growing 
season and during heavy rain events, and re-mulching the trail each year to maintain access. 

Temporary wetland impacts are anticipated to accommodate construction activities through 
Wetland E.  Approximately 24,896 sf of wetland and 33,678 sf of buffer will be temporarily 
impacted. These areas will be restored post-construction.  The areas of temporary wetland and 
buffer impacts are dominated by reed canarygrass and will be restored by decompaction of soils 
after construction and plantings of native woody and herbaceous species.   

7.1.5 Lake Sammamish Nearshore Outfall 
The nearshore outfall will be placed approximately 10 feet upwards from the OHWM of Lake 
Sammamish, as directed by WDFW regulations.  Access to the outfall will be provided by a 
mulch trail over the installed pipeline to minimize impacts to Wetland E.  The outfall will consist 
of a grate inlet bubble up structure with an aluminum bolt down grate.  Eight-inch round rock will 
be utilized to dissipate energy.  The impacts associated with the nearshore outfall have been 
designed to minimize environmental impacts while still maintaining the intended purpose.  This 
outfall will permanently impact approximately 314 sf of Wetland E for the construction of the 
outfall itself as well as the energy dissipation pad between the outfall and the OHWM of Lake 
Sammamish.  No work is being proposed below the OHWM of Lake Sammamish, however, 
work will occur up to the OHWM.   

The outfall design is expected to require minimal maintenance.  Detailed documentation on the 
required maintenance for this outfall structure are provided in the civil-prepared documentation.  
Visual inspection of the outfall is expected to occur once monthly during the rainy season and 
after heavy rain events.  Vegetation near the outfall and rock pad will be cleared biannually with 
hand trimmers.   

7.2 Hydrology 
No hydrologic impacts are expected to result to Lake Sammamish, Tibbett’s Creek, or Wetland 
E as a result of this Project.  Lake Sammamish is the receiving waterbody for regional 
stormwater for the greater Issaquah area, including the Hyla Crossing neighborhood, and this 
project will not change that.  The stormwater discharges for the Hyla Crossing development flow 
into Tibbett’s Creek in the existing condition, and the Project does not propose to change that.  
The project proposes to reduce the rate of stormwater discharge to Tibbett’s Creek to achieve 
compliance with the required flow control standards. 

No hydrologic impacts to any wetlands are anticipated as a result of this Project. Trench dams 
will be placed at regular intervals along the pipeline installed through Wetland E to ensure that 
the pipeline bedding does not act as a conduit for moving shallow groundwater.  Appropriate 
soils will be used for backfilling the pipeline to ensure the proper installation of the pipeline while 
reducing impacts of the backfilled soil material on the lateral movement of shallow groundwater 
through Wetland E.   

7.3 Floodplain Impacts 

7.3.1 Flood Storage Compensation 
The proposed Project will require the placement of fill into the Tibbett’s Creek 100-year 
floodplain to accommodate the pump station.  However, this Project will result in no loss of flood 
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storage once compensatory flood storage is provided in the adjacent compensatory storage 
area.  Watershed Science and Engineering completed an evaluation of the proposed 
compensatory storage and concluded that the project will not result in a rise of the 100-year 
floodplain.   

No regrading is proposed within the Greenwood Trust Property wetland.  The Lake Sammamish 
force main and bubble up structure will be installed with the finished grade matching the existing 
grade.  The Lake Sammamish 100-year floodplain will not be changed; therefore, compensatory 
flood storage analysis is not required.   

7.3.2 Habitat Impact Assessment 
Consistent with IMC Chapter 16.36.120.K.2, submittal of this report and supporting 
documentation to the Corps as part of the Nationwide Permitting process will require an ESA 
review.  This Corps-directed ESA review will also serve as the habitat impact assessment, thus 
requiring no additional review through the City of Issaquah.  A copy of the Corps Permit will be 
provided to the City upon receipt.  

7.4 Assessment of Critical Habitats and Species Impacts 
The USFWS and NMFS websites depict Federally-listed and proposed endangered and 
threatened species along with their associated critical habitat in Western Washington.  These 
websites also indicate the presence of candidate species and species of concern.  Also, the 
WDFW and StreamNet.org maintain databases of fish presence in rivers and streams in the 
Pacific Northwest.   

No in-stream work is proposed as part of this Project.  Standard erosion and sediment control 
measures will be used during construction to prevent any unintended impacts to the nearby 
wetlands, streams, or Lake Sammamish.  Post-construction conditions are expected to maintain 
or improve upon the current conditions of Wetland E or Lake Sammamish within the Project 
Area.   

No impacts to listed species are anticipated as a result of this Project.  The Project would be 
reasonably expected to not likely to adversely affect Federally-listed species.  

CHAPTER 8. PROPOSED MITIGATION 

8.1 Agency Policies and Guidance 
Mitigation for all critical area impacts must adhere to the policies and guidance for 
compensatory mitigation provided in the following documents: 

• Issaquah Municipal Code, Chapter 18.10 -- Critical Areas; 

• The Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE) Publication #06-06-011a, Wetland 
Mitigation in Washington State – Part 1:  Agency Policies and Guidance (Version 1, 
March 2006), and DOE Publication #06-06-011b, Wetland Mitigation in Washington 
State – Part 2:  Developing Mitigation Plans (Version 1, March 2006); and  

• The Federal Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources Final Rule (33 
CFR Parts 325 and 332, April 10, 2008), effective June 9, 2008.  

The proposed mitigation plan is in accordance with IMC 18.10.720 Mitigating for wetland 
impacts.  Mitigation sequencing was designed in accordance with the policies and guidance 
provided in WAC 173-26-201(2)(e) and IMC 18.10.490, per the Issaquah SMP Chapter 5.6.2.1.   

Wetlands on the Site are subject to applicable State and Federal regulations.  Wetland impacts 
are regulated at the Federal level by Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act.  The US 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for administering compliance with Section 
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404 via the issuance of Nationwide or Individual Permits for any fill or dredging activities within 
wetlands under Corps jurisdiction.  Any project that is subject to Section 404 permitting is also 
required to comply with Section 401 Water Quality Certification, which is administered by the 
Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE).   

8.2 Mitigation Sequencing 
The demonstration of mitigation sequencing is required for approval of any site development 
plan that will impact critical areas or their associated buffers.  Mitigation sequencing is described 
in IMC 18.10.490, which states: 

Mitigation Sequence: Activities and development on sites containing critical areas shall follow 
the sequence of steps listed below in order of priority to further the goal of no net loss of 
ecological functions of environmental critical areas: 

1.    Avoid impacts altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 
2.    Minimize impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation by using appropriate technology, or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or 
reduce impacts; 
3.    Rectify impacts by repairing, rehabilitating or restoring the affected environment; 
4.    Compensate for the impact by replacing, restoring, creating, enhancing or providing 
substitute resources or environments; 
5.    Monitor the impact and the compensation projects and taking appropriate corrective 
measures. 

Avoiding Impacts: The proposed site development plan has been designed to avoid impacts to 
Wetland E to the maximum extent practicable.  Impacts to other wetlands and streams have 
been completely avoided.  Wetland and priority upland impacts were generally avoided by 
proposing the pipeline route in the already disturbed NW Sammamish Rd Swale.  Where critical 
area impacts could not be avoided, impacts were then minimized to the greatest extent 
possible.   

Minimizing Impacts: The proposed site development plan reflects the minimum amount of 
impacts necessary to provide an economically viable development.  The proposed Project Area 
was designed to minimize critical area impacts by directing the pipeline through areas already 
disturbed.  Permanent impacts have been restricted to the width of the maintenance access trail 
over the installed pipeline, thus allowing for full restoration of all temporary impacts outside of 
this 8-foot width.  A mulch trail will be used to provide maintenance access along the pipeline 
that will minimize impacts to habitat and wetland hydrology.  Construction BMPs will be 
implemented to minimize soil compaction during construction, hydrologic disruptions due to the 
installed pipeline and backfill soils used, and sedimentation to the adjacent wetland and 
waterbodies. 

Rectifying Impacts: All temporary impacts to Wetland E and its buffer will be restored.   

Compensating for Impacts: Compensation for temporary wetland and buffer impacts will be 
mitigated through a combination of wetland and wetland buffer restoration and enhancement.  
Compensation for permanent wetland and buffer impacts will be provided through the purchase 
of credits at the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank at an approved ratio of 1:1 for Category III 
wetlands.  While wetland creation is preferred per the IMC for the City, the Corps and WDOE 
require the use of mitigation banks over Permittee Responsible mitigation except where strong 
arguments support a different approach.  Given the extensive wetlands already near the Project 
Area, and the proximity of the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank, it was determined that the mitigation 
bank was the best option to offset permanent wetland impacts.   
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Monitoring for Impacts: A monitoring program and contingency plan is provided in this report 
for the wetland restoration and enhancement areas that details the goals, objectives, and 
performance standards. The plan provides the post-construction performance monitoring 
schedule, including monitoring methods that will be used to evaluate the approved performance 
standards, as required under IMC 18.10.500. 

8.3 Mitigation Site Selection 
The regulatory agency policies for preferred type and location of compensatory mitigation differ 
in hierarchy between the agencies.  The City of Issaquah under IMC §18.10.720 prefers the 
following site selection for location and timing of mitigation: 

H. Location: 
1.  On-site compensation shall be provided except where the applicant can demonstrate 

that: 
2.  Off-site compensation shall occur within the same watershed as the wetland loss 

occurred. 
3.  In selecting compensation sites, applicants shall pursue siting in areas conducive to 

wetland creation, enhancement, or restoration based on recommendations of a 
wetland biologist and approved by the City. 

I.  Wetland Mitigation Banking: The City may consider and approve replacement or 
enhancement of unavoidable adverse impacts to wetlands caused by development activities 
through an approved wetland mitigation bank, in advance of authorized impacts.  Criteria 
governing the creation and use of a mitigation bank shall be established in administrative 
rules. 

The Corps preferred sequence of mitigation site selection is as follows:  

1. Mitigation bank credits;  
2. In-lieu fee program credits;  
3. Permittee responsible mitigation under a watershed approach;  
4. Permittee responsible mitigation on site and in kind; or  
5. Permittee responsible mitigation off site and out-of-kind. 

The City of Issaquah, under IMC §18.10.720(I) will consider the use of an approved wetland 
mitigation bank using criteria established in administrative rules.  It is our understanding that 
there are no administrative rules currently in effect.  In addition, the city does not have an 
allowance under their current code for the use of an In-lieu Fee program, such as the King 
County In-lieu Fee program, as well.  Both the use of a wetland mitigation bank or an in-lieu fee 
program are the preferred methods for wetland impacts for the Federal Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

The fundamental objective of the proposed compensatory mitigation plan is to offset 
environmental losses resulting from unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S.  Based upon the 
guidance in the above documents, all proposed mitigation shall be based on best available 
science and shall demonstrate no net loss of critical area functions and values. 

8.4 Proposed Mitigation 
To mitigate for permanent wetland and buffer impacts, we are proposing purchasing credits at 
the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank recently approved by the Interagency Review Team in 
December 2019.  The purchase of credits through an approved mitigation bank is the preferred 
method of compensatory mitigation for federal agencies and will likely have a higher rate of 
success when compared to on-site wetland creation.   
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To mitigate for temporary wetland and buffer impacts for the pipeline construction, restoration is 
proposed.  To mitigate for floodplain impacts, compensatory flood storage will be provided 
adjacent to the pump station in the buffer for Tibbett’s Creek.  Because the compensatory flood 
storage is located in the Tibbett’s Creek Buffer, and as a future requirement of the DA between 
Rowley Properties, Inc. and the City of Issaquah, 0.6 acres of the Tibbett’s Creek buffer will also 
be restored as part of this project.  (Originally, this work was planned to be completed when one 
million SF was developed in the Hyla Crossing neighborhood.  To date, less than 200,000 SF 
has been developed).  Mitigation will include replacing existing impervious surface area with 
native soils and vegetation. 

Therefore, final mitigation proposed for the Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater Discharge 
Project are as follows: 

• Purchase credits at the KFMB for permanent wetland and buffer impacts; 
• Restore 24,896 sf of temporary impacts to Wetland E; 
• Restore 33,678 sf of temporary impacts to Wetland E buffer; 
• Restore 26,194 sf of Tibbett’s Creek buffer for both compensatory flood storage and 

previously agreed upon restoration per the DA 

8.5 Mitigation Bank Credits 
The project is within the service area of the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank (KFMB). This bank can 
provide the necessary compensatory mitigation in the form of mitigation bank credits to replace 
the functions and values lost by impacting Wetland E and its buffer. Coordination between 
KFMB and the City of Issaquah will ensure that credits purchased at the bank will adequately 
cover the mitigation requirements for on-site impacts. The Mitigation Banking Instrument (MBI) 
for KFMB provides guidance in determining the value of bank credits as a function of required 
mitigation ratios. Purchasing credits at a mitigation bank is an ideal mitigation solution for this 
project since the resulting mitigation area will provide higher levels of habitat function, and the 
operating structure of a mitigation bank ensures that all areas of mitigation will be monitored and 
maintained in perpetuity. 

Mitigation required for the permanent impacts to Wetland E and its buffer will be provided by 
purchasing credits at KFMB using the Credits per Unit Impact ratios provided in the KFMB’s 
Mitigation Banking Instrument (Table 3). A Mitigation Bank Credit is not a quantitative 
equivalent to the mitigation requirements for the City of Issaquah (i.e., one Mitigation Bank 
Credit does not purchase one acre of the mitigation bank).  A credit represents a functional, or 
qualitative, equivalence to the proposed impacted resource and includes wetland 
creation/rehabilitation, associated critical areas buffer enhancements, and 
maintenance/monitoring costs associated with mitigation.  Using KFMB for mitigation purposes 
requires that the Credits per Unit Impact ratio of the bank, as defined by the MBI, be used 
regardless of the mitigation requirements of the City of Issaquah. Units of impacts for wetlands 
are expressed in terms of acres. Table 3 below describes the credit purchase ratios for KFMB. 
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Table 3. Keller Farm Mitigation Bank Credit Purchasing Ratios 

 
A general bank use guidance document for the KFMB can be found in Appendix D.  The 
guidelines contained in this document will be followed when determining the appropriate number 
of credits for mitigation bank compensation.  

8.6 Mitigation Bank Benefits 
The Washington Department of Ecology, by order of the State Legislature, has developed a set 
of draft mitigation banking regulations.  The Legislature authorized DOE to start a mitigation 
bank pilot program to evaluate the draft rules.  Many Federal, State, and local agencies 
recognize that mitigation banking can benefit the aquatic ecosystem, as well as permit 
applicants, regulatory and natural resource agencies, and the general public.  To further 
promote the benefits of mitigation banking in meeting the “No Net Loss” policy of protecting 
wetlands, the US Army Corps of Engineers and the US Environmental Protection Agency issued 
a new rule on compensatory mitigation (“Compensatory Mitigation for Losses to Aquatic 
Resources”, April 2008) prioritizing the use of mitigation bank credits for unavoidable impacts to 
aquatic resources. 

Mitigation banks provide a financially and ecologically effective method for mitigating 
unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources.  Mitigation banks are designed, monitored, and 
maintained through site-specific MBIs.  The MBI provides a framework for the types of aquatic 
resources to be created or restored and specific performance standards that must be met.  
Performance standards include wetland hydrology, function, vegetative habitats, wildlife 
habitats, control of invasive species, and financial assurances for operation and protection in 
perpetuity.  Banking credits are released as performance standards are met. 

Ecological benefits of a mitigation bank are derived through the scale of the mitigation, the 
variety of habitats being created, the relatively high quality of habitats being created, the long-
term monitoring and maintenance of the bank, and the permanent protection of the bank.  An 
additional feature is that restoration or creation often has already occurred and is maturing 
before the credits are sold to a particular project.  The large size of a mitigation bank also 
ensures connectivity between habitat types (wetland, stream, lakes-ponds, and upland) for 
wildlife. 

By contrast, individual mitigations on development sites are typically much smaller, provide less 
habitat functioning and habitat types, and have severely time-limited maintenance and 
monitoring when compared to a mitigation bank.  Development around critical areas 
disconnects the critical area from other habitat areas (wetlands or uplands), reducing the 
availability of that habitat to wildlife, while limiting the ability of wildlife existing in the wetland to 
migrate between habitat areas. 
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8.7 Wetland and Buffer Restoration 
All temporary construction impacts will be fully restored following construction of the pipeline 
and outfall (Sheet W3.0 in Appendix E).  Soils will be restored and all areas will be planted with 
native species.   

8.8 Floodplain Habitat and Storage Mitigation 
Compensatory floodplain storage will be provided to mitigate for all fill material added to the 
Tibbett’s Creek floodplain during the construction of the pump station.  No re-grading is 
proposed with the construction of the Lake Sammamish force main or bubble up structure in the 
Greenwood Trust Property wetland, so compensatory floodplain storage in this area is not 
provided.  Because the compensatory flood storage is located in the Tibbett’s Creek Buffer, and 
as a requirement of the DA between Rowley Properties, Inc. and the City of Issaquah, 0.6 acres 
of the Tibbett’s Creek buffer will be restored as part of this project (Sheet W3.1 in Appendix E).   

8.9 Mitigation Design Elements 
The goal of the mitigation design is to restore critical area function from temporary and 
permanent impacts.  Below is a description of how this will be accomplished, while meeting the 
design concepts described in Chapter 6 above. 

8.9.1 Removal of Non-native, Invasive Plant Species 
Wetland E, near the proposed impact area, consists largely of reed canarygrass and Himalayan 
blackberry.  Several ongoing restoration efforts are in place across the parcels, however, the 
invasive species are a significant problem for species diversity and habitat.  The proposed 
mitigation plan will remove these non-native, invasive species and will aggressively control them 
throughout the required monitoring period to prevent their re-establishment.   

8.9.2 Restoration Planting 
Portions of Wetland E will be restored and enhanced by planting a variety of native trees, 
shrubs, and emergent vegetation.  The goal of the mitigation planting plan is to increase the 
habitat services and values provided by Wetland E and its associated buffer.  By extension, the 
enhancement and restoration planting proposed for Wetland E and its buffer will provide a 
beneficial habitat functional improvement for Wetland E (lake fringe wetland) and Lake 
Sammamish adjacent to the Project Area.  The area is currently a monoculture of reed 
canarygrass providing limited wetland functions and values.  

8.9.3 Planting Plan 
Plant species were chosen for a variety of qualities, including:  adaptation to specific water 
regimes, value to wildlife, value as a physical or visual barrier, pattern of growth (structural 
diversity), shading of stream channel, and aesthetic values.  Native tree, shrub, and herbaceous 
species were chosen to increase both the structural and species diversity of the mitigation 
areas, thereby increasing the value of the area to wildlife for food and cover.  See Appendix E - 
Sheets W3.0 and W3.1 for a planting typicals. 

We expect that seeds and berries from adjacent native species will be recruited by natural 
forces (wind, rain, birds) into the mitigation areas and will assist in achieving the performance 
standards for species diversity and cover.  The performance standards limit the percentage 
cover of any single species of tree or shrub in the mitigation area.  If a single native species 
becomes too prolific in naturally establishing itself in the mitigation area, its coverage will be 
reduced as required by the performance standards.   

8.9.4 Mitigation Goals 
The primary goal of the mitigation plan offset permanent wetland and buffer impacts by 
purchasing credits at the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank.  The secondary goal is to restore all 
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temporary construction impacts after the pipeline is completed.  To accomplish these goals, the 
proposed project will: 

• Purchase credits at the KFMB for permanent wetland and buffer impacts; 
• Restore 24,896 sf of temporary impacts to Wetland E; 
• Restore 33,678 sf of temporary impacts to Wetland E buffer; 
• Restore 26,194 sf of Tibbett’s Creek buffer for both compensatory flood storage and 

previously agreed upon restoration per the DA 

Mitigation objectives and performance standards will be provided upon receipt of preliminary 
agency comments.  See Section 10.2 for a full description of the monitoring methods that will 
be used to evaluate the approved performance standards.  Mitigation monitoring will be 
performed by a qualified biologist.   

CHAPTER 9. CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCING 

9.1 Mitigation Construction Sequence 
The following provides the general sequence of activities anticipated to be necessary to 
complete this mitigation project.  Some of these activities may be conducted concurrently as the 
project progresses. 

1. Conduct a site meeting between the Contractor, Talasaea Consultants, and the Owner's 
Representative to review the project plans, work areas, staging/stockpile areas, and 
material disposal areas. 

2. Survey clearing/grading limits. 
3. Flag existing trees and other vegetation near construction limits to ensure no 

unintentional damage occurs. 
4. Install silt fencing, tree protection fencing (if required), and any other erosion and 

sedimentation control BMPs necessary for work in the project areas. 
5. Complete installation of pipeline and other project elements.  
6. Grub out invasive species in temporary wetland and wetland buffer impact areas 

simultaneously during installation. 
7. Place topsoil or soil amendments as required. 
8. Mulch all graded wetlands and wetland buffers impacted. 
9. Construct mulch trail to access the outfall location for maintenance. 
10. Complete site cleanup and install plant material as indicated on the planting plan. 

9.2 Post-Construction Approval 
Talasaea Consultants shall notify the permitting agencies (Corps, WDFW, WDOE, and City of 
Issaquah) when the mitigation planting is completed for a final site inspection and subsequent 
final approval.  Once final approval is obtained in writing, the monitoring period will begin.   

9.3 Post-Construction Assessment 
Once construction is approved, a qualified wetland ecologist from Talasaea Consultants shall 
conduct a post-construction assessment.  The purpose of this assessment will be to establish 
baseline conditions at Year 0 of the required monitoring period.  A Baseline Assessment report 
including “as-built” drawings will be submitted to all of the required agencies. The as-built plan 
set will identify and describe any changes in grading, planting, or other constructed features in 
relation to the original approved plan. 
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CHAPTER 10. MONITORING PLAN 

Performance monitoring of the mitigation areas will be conducted according to all applicable 
code/regulatory requirements and permit conditions.  Monitoring will be conducted according to 
IMC 18.10.500 for a minimum of five (5) years for the City of Issaquah (City) and 10 years for 
the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).  Monitoring will be conducted according to the schedule 
presented in Table 4 below, and will be performed by a qualified biologist or ecologist from 
Talasaea Consultants, Inc.   

Table 4.  Projected Schedule for Performance Monitoring and Maintenance Events 

Year Date 
Maintenance 

Review 
Performance 
Monitoring 

Report Due to 
Agencies 

Year 0, As-built and 
Baseline Assessment 

Fall X X X 

1 Spring X X  
Fall X X X 

2 Spring X X  
 Fall X X X 

3 Spring X   
Fall X X X 

4 Spring X   
Fall X X  

5 Spring X   
Fall X X X* 

6 Spring X   
Fall    

7 Spring X   
Fall  X X* 

8 Spring X   
Fall    

9 Spring X   
Fall    

10 Spring X   
Fall X X X** 

*Obtain final approval to facilitate bond release from the City (presumes performance criteria are met). 
**Obtain final approval from the Corps (presumes performance criteria are met). 

10.1 Reports 
The reports will include:  1) Project Overview, 2) Mitigation Requirements, 3) Summary Data, 4) 
Maps and Plans, and 5) Conclusions.  If the performance criteria are met, monitoring for the City 
will cease at the end of year five, unless objectives are met at an earlier date and the City 
accepts the mitigation project as successfully completed. 

10.2 Monitoring Methods 
Vegetation monitoring methods may include counts; photo-points; random sampling; sampling 
plots, quadrats, or transects; stem density; visual inspection; and/or other methods deemed 
appropriate by the City and the biologist/ecologist.  Vegetation monitoring components shall 
include general appearance, health, mortality, colonization rates, percent cover, percent 
survival, volunteer plant species, and invasive weed cover. 

Permanent vegetation sampling plots, quadrats, and/or transects will be established at selected 
locations to adequately sample and represent all of the plant communities within the mitigation 
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project areas.  The number, exact size, and location of transects, sampling plots, and quadrats 
will be determined at the time of the baseline assessment. 

Percent areal cover of woody vegetation (forested and/or scrub-shrub plant communities) will be 
evaluated through the use of point-intercept sampling methodology.  Using this methodology, a 
tape will be extended between two permanent markers at each end of an established transect.  
Trees and shrubs intercepted by the tape will be identified, and the intercept distance recorded.  
Percent cover by species will then be calculated by adding the intercept distances and 
expressing them as a total proportion of the tape length.   

The established vegetation sampling locations will be monitored and compared to the baseline 
data during each performance monitoring event to aid in determining the success of plant 
establishment.  Percent survival of shrubs and trees will be evaluated in a 10-foot-wide strip 
along each established transect.  The species and location of all shrubs and trees within this 
area will be recorded at the time of the baseline assessment and will be evaluated during each 
monitoring event to determine percent survival.   

10.3 Photo Documentation 
Locations will be established within the mitigation areas from which panoramic photographs will 
be taken throughout the monitoring period.  These photographs will document general 
appearance and relative changes within the plant communities.  Review of the photos over time 
will provide a semi-quantitative representation of the success of the planting plan.  Vegetation 
sampling plot and photo-point locations will be shown on a map and submitted with the baseline 
assessment report and yearly performance monitoring reports. 

10.4 Water Quality and Site Stability 
Water quality will be assessed qualitatively, unless it is evident that there is a serious problem.  
In such an event, water quality samples will be taken and analyzed in a laboratory for suspected 
parameters.  Qualitative assessments of water quality include: 

• oil sheen or other surface films, 
• abnormal color or odor of water, 
• stressed or dead vegetation or aquatic fauna,  
• turbidity, and 
• absence of aquatic fauna. 

Observations will be made of the general stability of soils in the mitigation areas during each 
monitoring event.  Any erosion of soils or soil slumping will be recorded and corrective 
measures will be taken. 

CHAPTER 11. MAINTENANCE AND CONTINGENCY 

Regular maintenance reviews will be performed according to schedule presented in Table 4 to 
address any conditions that could jeopardize the success of the mitigation project.  Following 
maintenance reviews by the biologist or ecologist, required maintenance on the site will be 
implemented within ten (10) business days of submission of a maintenance memo to the 
maintenance contractor and permittee.   

Established performance standards for the project will be compared to the yearly monitoring 
results to judge the success of the mitigation.  If, during the course of the monitoring period, 
there appears to be a significant problem with achieving the performance standards, the 
permittee shall work with the City and other permitting agencies to develop a Contingency Plan 
in order to get the project back into compliance with the performance standards.  Contingency 
plans can include, but are not limited to, the following actions: additional plant installation, 
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erosion control, bank stabilization, modifications to hydrology, and plant substitutions of type, 
size, quantity, and/or location.  If required, a Contingency Plan shall be submitted to the City by 
December 31st of any year when deficiencies are discovered.   

The following list includes examples of maintenance (M) and contingency (C) actions that may 
be implemented during the course of the monitoring period.  This list is not intended to be 
exhaustive, and other actions may be implemented as deemed necessary. 

• During year one, replace all dead woody plant material (M). 
• Replace dead plants with the same species or a substitute that meets mitigation plan 

goals and objectives, subject to Talasaea and agency approval (C). 
• Re-plant area after reason for failure has been identified (e.g., moisture regime, poor 

plant stock, disease, shade/sun conditions, wildlife damage, etc.) (C). 
• After consulting with City staff and other permitting agencies, minor excavations, if 

deemed to be more beneficial to the existing conditions than currently exists, will be 
made to correct surface drainage patterns (C). 

• Remove/control weedy or exotic invasive plants (e.g., Scot's broom, reed canarygrass, 
Himalayan blackberry, purple loosestrife, Japanese knotweed, etc.) by manual or 
chemical means approved by permitting agencies.  Use of herbicides or pesticides within 
the mitigation area would only be implemented if other measures failed or were 
considered unlikely to be successful and would require prior agency approval.  All non-
native vegetation must be removed and disposed of off-site. (C & M). 

• Weed all trees and shrubs to the dripline and provide 3-inch deep mulch rings 24 inches 
in diameter for shrubs and 36 inches in diameter for trees (M).   

• Remove trash and other debris from the mitigation areas twice a year (M). 
• Selectively prune woody plants at the direction of Talasaea Consultants to meet the 

mitigation plan's goal and objectives (e.g., thinning and removal of dead or diseased 
portions of trees/shrubs) (M). 

• Repair or replace damaged structures including sign and fence (M). 

CHAPTER 12. FINANCIAL GUARANTEE 

Per IMC 18.10.490.D, the mitigation plan, separate from other aspects of the project on the Site, 
shall include financial guarantees, if necessary, to ensure that the mitigation plan is fully 
implemented; therefore, a bond may be issued for the work.  The bond shall be in the amount of 
150 percent of the estimated cost of the mitigation project for the length of the five (5) year 
monitoring period. 

CHAPTER 13. SUMMARY 

This report is the result of a critical areas study for the Hyla Crossing Pumped Stormwater 
Discharge Project Area.  The Project is a linear utility that will construct a new force main 
(pipeline) starting at a new pump station south of Interstate 90 (I-90) and ending at a nearshore 
outfall to Lake Sammamish.  The Project Area crosses several ownerships including Applicant-
owned property, Sammamish Cove Park (public land), and several existing rights-of-way, 
including for I-90. 

Hyla Crossing is an assemblage of already developed parcels on the south side of I-90.  Before 
redevelopment is possible, engineered flow control must be implemented as part of the 
stormwater runoff design.  The project proposes to construct a regional pump station, pipeline, 
and nearshore outfall to reduce the risk of flooding and eliminate the need for multiple individual 
detention systems and pump stations in the area.  The proposed pipeline will start at the new 
pump station and end at the new outfall adjacent to Lake Sammamish. The future 
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redevelopment is outlined in the Rowley Development Agreement and the Hyla Crossing Master 
Drainage Plan.   

Both permanent and temporary critical area impacts will occur between the proposed pump 
station and the nearshore outfall at Lake Sammamish.  Permanent impacts to Wetland E 
include the new outfall structure and a 8-foot maintenance access trail over the proposed 
pipeline between NW Sammamish Road and the new outfall.  Tibbett’s Creek floodplain impacts 
will occur for the construction of the pump station south of I-90.  Total permanent wetland and 
buffer impacts will be 6,333 sf.  An additional 58,574 sf of temporary wetland and buffer impacts 
are anticipated to accommodate construction access and workspace during installation of the 
outfall and pipeline.   

To mitigate for permanent wetland and buffer impacts, we are proposing purchasing credits at 
the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank (KFMB) recently approved by the Interagency Review Team 
(IRT) in December 2019.  The service area of the bank includes the project area and is a viable 
alternative to wetland creation requirements if the City determines it to be an appropriate 
substitution.   

To mitigate for temporary wetland and buffer impacts, restoration is proposed.  To mitigate for 
floodplain impacts, compensatory flood storage will be provided adjacent to the pump station in 
the buffer for Tibbett’s Creek.  Because the compensatory flood storage is located in the 
Tibbett’s Creek Buffer, and as a requirement of the DA between Rowley Properties, Inc. and the 
City of Issaquah, 0.6 acres of the Tibbett’s Creek buffer will be restored as part of this project. 

Restoration areas will be monitored for a minimum of five (5) years for the City of Issaquah 
(City) and 10 years for the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).    
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Wetland Delineation Data Sheets, Talasaea Consultants, 2019. 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast– Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 
Project/Site: TAL 1775 City/County: Issaquah / King County   Sampling Date:03-30-20  

Applicant/Owner:         State: WA   Sampling Point: TP-E1    

Investigator(s): A. Ellig   Section, Township, Range: NW-20-24-6   

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain    Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave    Slope (%): 0     

Subregion (LRR): A    Lat: 47.552995     Long:  -122.069970          Datum: WGS84  

Soil Map Unit Name: Bellingham Silt Loam   NWI classification: None  

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes     No   (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology        significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes     No  

Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes    No  
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes    No  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes    No  

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes    No  

Remarks:       
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size: 30')  % Cover    Species?    Status    
1. None   0                   
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size: 15') 
1. None   0                   
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
5.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size: 5') 
1. Phalaris arundinacea   100   Y    FACW  
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
5.                                 
6.                                 
7.                                 
8.                                 
                                                                                                100     = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size: 15') 
1. None                           
2.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        % Cover of Biotic Crust        

Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    1     (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:     1    (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    100    (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species          x 1 =        
FACW species          x 2 =        
FAC species          x 3 =        
FACU species          x 4 =        
UPL species          x 5 =        
Column Totals:          (A)           (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =         
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  

  Dominance Test is >50% 
  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes     No  

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criteria met. 

 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast– Version 2.0 

SOIL    
                                                   Sampling Point: TP-E1  

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)      Color (moist)               %      Color (moist)                 %         Type1       Loc2         Texture                             Remarks                           

0-7       10YR 3/3       100                                            loam           

7-10       10YR 4/2       80     7.5YR 4/4    20     C     M     sandy loam           

10-18       10YR 4/1       70     7.5YR 4/6    30     C     M     sandy loam           

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

  Histosol (A1)   Sandy Redox (S5)   2 cm Muck (A10) 
  Histic Epipedon (A2)   Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 
  Black Histic (A3)   Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1 (except MLRA 1))    Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
  Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks 
  Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3)  
  Thick Dark Surface (A12)   Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
  Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)   Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
  Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)   Redox Depressions (F8)      wetland hydrology must be present, 

       unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:        
     Depth (inches):        

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes     No  

Remarks: Hydric soil criteria met. 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                           Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

  Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 1, 2, 
4A, and 4B) 

  Water Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 
4A, and 4B)) 

  High Water Table (A2)   Salt Crust (B11)   Drainage Patterns (B10) 
  Saturation (A3)   Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)   Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
  Water Marks (B1)   Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)   Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
  Sediment Deposits (B2)   Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)   Geomorphic Position (D2) 
  Drift Deposits (B3)   Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)   Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
  Algal Mat or Crust (B4)   Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)   FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
  Iron Deposits (B5)   Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)(LRR A)   Raised Ant Mounds (D6(LRR A) 
  Surface Soil Cracks (B6)   Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)   
 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)   

 

Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes     No      Depth (inches):          
Water Table Present?  Yes     No      Depth (inches):          
Saturation Present?    Yes     No      Depth (inches):          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     No  

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:       
 
Remarks: Wetland hydrology criteria met. 

 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast– Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 
Project/Site: TAL 1775 City/County: Issaquah / King County   Sampling Date:03-30-20  

Applicant/Owner:         State: WA   Sampling Point: TP-E2    

Investigator(s): A. Ellig   Section, Township, Range: NW-20-24-6   

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain    Local relief (concave, convex, none): None    Slope (%): 0     

Subregion (LRR): A    Lat: 47.553016     Long:  -122.069886       Datum: WGS84  

Soil Map Unit Name: Bellingham Silt Loam   NWI classification: None  

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes     No   (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology        significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes     No  

Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes    No  
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes    No  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes    No  

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes    No  

Remarks:       
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size: 30')  % Cover    Species?    Status    
1. None   0                   
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size: 15') 
1. None   0                   
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
5.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size: 5') 
1. Taraxacum sp.   5   N    FAC  
2. Plantago lanceolata   5   N    FACU  
3. Fescuta rubra   80   Y    FAC  
4. Trifolium sp.   10   N    NL  
5.                                 
6.                                 
7.                                 
8.                                 
                                                                                                100     = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size: 15') 
1. None                           
2.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        % Cover of Biotic Crust        

Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    1     (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:     1    (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    100    (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species          x 1 =        
FACW species          x 2 =        
FAC species          x 3 =        
FACU species          x 4 =        
UPL species          x 5 =        
Column Totals:          (A)           (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =         
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  

  Dominance Test is >50% 
  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes     No  

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criteria met. 

 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast– Version 2.0 

SOIL    
                                                   Sampling Point: TP-E2  

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)      Color (moist)               %      Color (moist)                 %         Type1       Loc2         Texture                             Remarks                           

0-5       10YR 3/3       100                                            loam           

5-14       10YR 4/4       100                                            loam    coarse gravel  

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

  Histosol (A1)   Sandy Redox (S5)   2 cm Muck (A10) 
  Histic Epipedon (A2)   Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 
  Black Histic (A3)   Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1 (except MLRA 1))    Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
  Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks 
  Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3)  
  Thick Dark Surface (A12)   Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
  Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)   Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
  Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)   Redox Depressions (F8)      wetland hydrology must be present, 

       unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:        
     Depth (inches):        

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes     No  

Remarks: Hydric soil criteria not met. 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                           Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

  Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 1, 2, 
4A, and 4B) 

  Water Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 
4A, and 4B)) 

  High Water Table (A2)   Salt Crust (B11)   Drainage Patterns (B10) 
  Saturation (A3)   Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)   Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
  Water Marks (B1)   Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)   Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
  Sediment Deposits (B2)   Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)   Geomorphic Position (D2) 
  Drift Deposits (B3)   Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)   Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
  Algal Mat or Crust (B4)   Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)   FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
  Iron Deposits (B5)   Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)(LRR A)   Raised Ant Mounds (D6(LRR A) 
  Surface Soil Cracks (B6)   Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)   
 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)   

 

Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes     No      Depth (inches):          
Water Table Present?  Yes     No      Depth (inches): 7"    
Saturation Present?    Yes     No      Depth (inches): 6"    
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     No  

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:       
 
Remarks: Wetland hydrology criteria met. 

 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast– Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 
Project/Site: TAL 1775 City/County: Issaquah / King County   Sampling Date:03-30-20  

Applicant/Owner:         State: WA   Sampling Point: TP-E3    

Investigator(s): A. Ellig   Section, Township, Range: NW-20-24-6   

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain    Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave    Slope (%): 0     

Subregion (LRR): A    Lat: 47.553512     Long:  -122.070162       Datum: WGS84  

Soil Map Unit Name: Bellingham Silt Loam   NWI classification: None  

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes     No   (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology        significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes     No  

Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes    No  
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes    No  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes    No  

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes    No  

Remarks:       
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size: 30')  % Cover    Species?    Status    
1. None   0                   
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size: 15') 
1. None   0                   
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
5.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size: 5') 
1. Phalaris arundinacea   100   Y    FACW  
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
5.                                 
6.                                 
7.                                 
8.                                 
                                                                                                100     = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size: 15') 
1. None                           
2.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        % Cover of Biotic Crust        

Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    1     (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:     1    (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    100    (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species          x 1 =        
FACW species          x 2 =        
FAC species          x 3 =        
FACU species          x 4 =        
UPL species          x 5 =        
Column Totals:          (A)           (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =         
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  

  Dominance Test is >50% 
  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes     No  

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criteria met. 
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SOIL    
                                                   Sampling Point: TP-E3  

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)      Color (moist)               %      Color (moist)                 %         Type1       Loc2         Texture                             Remarks                           

0-4       10YR 3/2       90     10YR 4/4    10     C     M     loam           

5-18       10YR 5/1       80     10YR 4/6    20     C     M     loam           

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

  Histosol (A1)   Sandy Redox (S5)   2 cm Muck (A10) 
  Histic Epipedon (A2)   Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 
  Black Histic (A3)   Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1 (except MLRA 1))    Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
  Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks 
  Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3)  
  Thick Dark Surface (A12)   Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
  Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)   Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
  Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)   Redox Depressions (F8)      wetland hydrology must be present, 

       unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:        
     Depth (inches):        

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes     No  

Remarks: Hydric soil criteria met. 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                           Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

  Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 1, 2, 
4A, and 4B) 

  Water Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 
4A, and 4B)) 

  High Water Table (A2)   Salt Crust (B11)   Drainage Patterns (B10) 
  Saturation (A3)   Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)   Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
  Water Marks (B1)   Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)   Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
  Sediment Deposits (B2)   Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)   Geomorphic Position (D2) 
  Drift Deposits (B3)   Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)   Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
  Algal Mat or Crust (B4)   Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)   FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
  Iron Deposits (B5)   Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)(LRR A)   Raised Ant Mounds (D6(LRR A) 
  Surface Soil Cracks (B6)   Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)   
 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)   

 

Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes     No      Depth (inches):          
Water Table Present?  Yes     No      Depth (inches):          
Saturation Present?    Yes     No      Depth (inches):          
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     No  

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:       
 
Remarks: Wetland hydrology criteria met. 

 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast– Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
 
Project/Site: TAL 1775 City/County: Issaquah / King County   Sampling Date:03-30-20  

Applicant/Owner:         State: WA   Sampling Point: TP-E4    

Investigator(s): A. Ellig   Section, Township, Range: NW-20-24-6   

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Floodplain    Local relief (concave, convex, none): None    Slope (%): 0     

Subregion (LRR): A    Lat: 47.553526     Long:  -122.070098       Datum: WGS84  

Soil Map Unit Name: Bellingham Silt Loam   NWI classification: None  

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes     No   (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology        significantly disturbed?            Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes     No  

Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes    No  
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes    No  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes    No  

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?                   Yes    No  

Remarks:       
 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
                           Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size: 30')  % Cover    Species?    Status    
1. None   0                   
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size: 15') 
1. None   0                   
2.                                 
3.                                 
4.                                 
5.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size: 5') 
1. Hypochaeris radicata   10   N    FACU  
2. Phalaris arundinacea   5   N    FACW  
3. Fescuta rubra   85   Y    FAC  
4.                                 
5.                                 
6.                                 
7.                                 
8.                                 
                                                                                                100     = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size: 15') 
1. None                           
2.                                 
                                                                                                0     = Total Cover 
 
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        % Cover of Biotic Crust        

Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    1     (A) 
 
Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:     1    (B) 
 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    100    (A/B) 

 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        
OBL species          x 1 =        
FACW species          x 2 =        
FAC species          x 3 =        
FACU species          x 4 =        
UPL species          x 5 =        
Column Totals:          (A)           (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =         
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:  

  Dominance Test is >50% 
  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 

            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 
  Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes     No  

Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation criteria met. 
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SOIL    
                                                   Sampling Point: TP-E4  

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)      Color (moist)               %      Color (moist)                 %         Type1       Loc2         Texture                             Remarks                           

0-10       10YR 3/3       100                                            loam           

10-16       10YR 3/3       90     10YR 4/4                                  loam    coarse gravel  

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         

                                                                                         
1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.         2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 

  Histosol (A1)   Sandy Redox (S5)   2 cm Muck (A10) 
  Histic Epipedon (A2)   Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 
  Black Histic (A3)   Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1 (except MLRA 1))    Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
  Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)  Other (Explain in Remarks 
  Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3)  
  Thick Dark Surface (A12)   Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
  Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)   Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
  Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)   Redox Depressions (F8)      wetland hydrology must be present, 

       unless disturbed or problematic. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:        
     Depth (inches):        

 
 
Hydric Soil Present?     Yes     No  

Remarks: Hydric soil criteria not met. 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:   
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                           Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 

  Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 1, 2, 
4A, and 4B) 

  Water Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2, 
4A, and 4B)) 

  High Water Table (A2)   Salt Crust (B11)   Drainage Patterns (B10) 
  Saturation (A3)   Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)   Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
  Water Marks (B1)   Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)   Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
  Sediment Deposits (B2)   Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)   Geomorphic Position (D2) 
  Drift Deposits (B3)   Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)   Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
  Algal Mat or Crust (B4)   Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)   FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
  Iron Deposits (B5)   Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)(LRR A)   Raised Ant Mounds (D6(LRR A) 
  Surface Soil Cracks (B6)   Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) 

 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)   
 Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)   

 

Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes     No      Depth (inches):          
Water Table Present?  Yes     No      Depth (inches): 8"    
Saturation Present?    Yes     No      Depth (inches): 5"    
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     No  

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:       
 
Remarks: Wetland hydrology criteria met. 
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APPENDIX J – Critical Area Regulations  
 

Section 1.0 Purpose 

Section 2.0 Intent 

Section 3.0 Environmentally Critical Areas 

Section 4.0 Allowances 

Section 5.0 Critical Area Intrusions 

Section 6.0 Critical Area Studies 

Section 7.0 Critical Area Protection Mechanisms, Buffer Areas and Building Setback Areas 

Section 8.0 Temporary Marking – Permanent Marking – Signs 

Section 9.0 Monitoring 

Section 10.0 Critical Area Mitigation Fund 

Section 11.0 Allowed Critical Area Activities 

Section 12.0 Mitigation Plan Information Requirements 

Section 13.0 Bonds for Restoration and Mitigation Activities 

Section 14.0 Enforcement and Penalties for Critical Areas 

Section 15.0 Civil Penalties 

Section 16.0 Notices and Orders 

Section 17.0 Criminal Penalties 

Exhibit J-1 Critical Area Map 

Exhibit J-2 Northern Enhancements 

Exhibit J-3 Southern Enhancements 

Exhibit J-4 Off-Site Enhancements 

Exhibit J-5 Building Encroachment 

Exhibit J-6 Interim 100’ Line 

  

 

1.0 Purpose 

The purpose of this Appendix is to identify environmentally critical areas and to modify by 

agreement existing regulations in a manner which tailors their application and requires mitigation 

appropriate to this specific property, circumstance and unusual site conditions. In so doing, the 

parties intend to establish guidelines and regulations consistent with IMC 18.10.400.I but which 

allow for the consideration and implementation, upon a sufficient showing by the Master 

Developer, of alternative means of achieving like results.  

 

The following buffer-related, specific current code provisions were utilized in the development of 

this Appendix: 

 IMC 18.10.350 Intent.  

 IMC 18.10.400.I  Exemptions. 

 IMC 18.10.640 Wetland buffer width requirements. 

 IMC 18.10.650.A  Exceptions to wetland buffer width requirements. 

 

2.0 Intent 

Any Critical Area regulations not specifically addressed in this Appendix are regulated by IMC 

18.10.  It is the intent of the City to balance the community vision which includes: 

A. Environmental protection and preservation; 
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B. Diversified, economic growth which has been planned and which is compatible with the vision 

of the community; and, 

C. Overall improvement of the quality of life for the residents of Issaquah. 

 

3.0 Environmentally Critical Areas 

A.  All known, non-exempt critical areas located within the Project boundaries are identified on the 

Critical Area Map (Exhibit J-1).  There are no Critical Areas located within the Rowley 

Center neighborhood aside from the adjacent wetlands associated with SR900, located on 

property owned by WSDOT.  The Hyla Crossing neighborhood contains additional SR900 

wetlands located within WSDOT right-of-way, steep slopes adjacent to Newport Way NW, 

floodplain associated with Tibbetts Creek, and Tibbetts Creek stream and wetlands.  

B.  No encroachments or disturbance shall occur within any Critical areas except for those listed in 

Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this Appendix.   

 

4.0 Allowances 

The following activities are vested rights to the Master Developer with this Appendix and agreed 

to by the City to foster the redevelopment envisioned with this Agreement.  These allowances 

require a City permit and must be accompanied by a Critical Area Study (unless otherwise noted) 

as provided for in Section 6.0 of this Appendix to ensure any impacts are minimized and mitigated. 

A. Emergencies that threaten the public health, safety and welfare as determined by the Master 

Developer and/or Designated Official are exempt and shall not be subject to any review and 

approval process; 

B. Non-vehicular Recreational Crossing(s) (up to 3) of Tibbetts Creek, provided there is no 

unmitigated wetland, stream or buffer impacts; and, added plantings, as directed by the 

Designated Official, shall be installed. 

C. Public water, electric and natural gas distribution, public sewer collection (sanitary & storm), 

cable communications, telephone utility, and other private utilities and related activities, with 

no practical location alternative, undertaken pursuant to City-approved best management 

practices and restoration for any disturbance. 

D. Relocation of Tibbetts Creek per Exhibit J-4 to the west. 

E. Trails and outlooks within the Critical Area buffer as part of an approved Trails Plan 

F. Critical Area habitat enhancements (e.g. frog bridge, bird houses, bat boxes, etc.), shall not be 

subject to any review and approval process. 

G. Sediment removal within Tibbetts Creek as necessary to maintain flows with restoration of any 

disturbed areas, as directed by the Designated Official. 

 

5.0 Critical Areas Intrusions. 

Should proposed development lead to critical area intrusions not addressed in Section 4.0, the 

applicant shall provide a Critical Area Study as provided for in Section 6.0 of this Appendix.  The 

provisions of Section 2.0 of this Appendix must be supported in order to be considered for 

approval.  An application for a critical area intrusion shall be approved where the Master 

Developer demonstrates that, as mitigated, approval of the intrusion is consistent with the policies 

set forth in Section 2.0. 
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6.0 Critical Areas Studies 

A. Required:  As determined by the Designated Official, an applicant for a development proposal 

that may, or could have probable adverse impacts to critical areas shall submit a critical areas 

study for all non-exempted critical area actions, to adequately evaluate the proposal and all 

probable impacts. The need for a critical areas study shall be determined through: 

1. Review of the SEPA decision for the Project; 

2. Agency resource maps or studies; or 

3. At the request of the Designated Official after field investigation. 

B. Contents of Critical Areas Study: At a minimum a critical areas study shall be prepared at the 

applicant's expense, to identify and characterize any critical area as a part of the larger 

development proposal site; assess any hazards to the proposed development (e.g. flooding, 

steep slope instability, etc.); assess impacts of the development proposal on any critical areas 

located on or adjacent to the development proposal site; and assess the impacts of any 

alteration proposed for a critical area. Studies shall propose adequate mitigation, maintenance 

and monitoring plans and bonding measures. Critical areas studies shall include among other 

requirements, a scale map of the development proposal site and a written report. The following 

criteria identified within Subsection C are the basic requirements for a critical areas study. 

However, the Designated Official may request additional information if warranted by the 

specific request. 

C. Required Notice: all Critical Area Studies shall be displayed on the City’s webpage with other 

permit tracking information.  Contents shall include: 

1. Vicinity Information: 

a. A description and maps at a scale no smaller than one (1) inch = fifty (50) feet 

(unless otherwise approved by the Designated Official), showing the entire parcel 

of land owned by the applicant; adjacent area; and the exact boundary of the 

critical area on the parcel as determined in compliance with appropriate section of 

this appendix. Maps can be overlaid on aerial photographs; 

b. For parcels containing wetlands, the study must include the location and 

description of the existing vegetative cover, including dominant species of the 

regulated wetland and adjacent area. 

2. Plan: 

a. A plan for the proposed activity at a scale no smaller than one (1) inch = twenty 

(20) feet (unless otherwise approved by the Designated Official), showing the 

location, width, depth and length of all existing and proposed structures, roads, 

sewage treatment, and installations to be located within the critical area and/or its 

buffer; 

b. The exact sizes and specifications for all regulated activities including the 

amounts and methods. 

3. Project Description: 

a. The purposes of the project and an explanation why the proposed activity cannot 

be located at another location on the project site, including an explanation of how 

the proposed activity is dependent upon the chosen specific location; and, 

b. Specific means to mitigate any potential adverse environmental impacts of the 

applicant's proposal. 

4. Additional Information:  
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The Designated Official may as appropriate require the following additional 

information to address a specific concern: 

a. Topographic map, including elevations of the site and adjacent lands within the 

critical area and its buffer at contour intervals as specified by the Designated 

Official but in most cases no greater than five (5) feet; 

b. Elevations and cross sections; 

c. Assessment of critical area functional characteristics including but not limited to a 

discussion of the methodology used and documentation of the ecological, 

aesthetic, economic, or other values of the critical area; 

d. A study of natural hazards at the site and the effect of any protective measures 

that might be taken to reduce such hazards;  

e. A Biological Assessment as required by Section 7(c) of  the Endangered Species 

Act; or, 

f. Lighting impacts on adjacent wetland or stream critical areas; or,  

g. Any other information deemed necessary to verify compliance with the provisions 

of this Appendix or to evaluate the proposed use in terms of the purposes of this 

Appendix. 

D. The Designated Official shall circulate the critical areas study to any affected City Departments 

or other entities, as deemed appropriate, such as, the Public Works Department and the River 

and Streams Board. 

E. The Designated Official shall make a final decision regarding the adequacy of the critical areas 

study. 

F. No construction may occur prior to the issuance of a decision on the Critical Area Study and all 

necessary land use and/or utility permits.  

 

7.0 Critical area protection mechanisms, buffer areas and building setback areas 

All Critical Areas shall be protected pursuant to this Section 7.0. 

A. Protection Mechanisms for Critical Areas 

1. There are two mechanisms for protecting critical areas: tracts and easements.  The 

Designated Official will have the discretion to determine which mechanism shall be used to 

protect critical areas.  In general the following can be used as guidance for using these 

mechanisms: 

a. Large critical areas will be placed in tracts. 

b. Smaller critical areas will be restricted by easements.  These easements will 

permit the broader uses allowed in critical area tracts. 

2. Critical Area Tracts: Critical area tracts shall be used to protect critical areas in proposals 

for subdivisions or other development proposals to which they apply, and shall be recorded 

on all documents of title of record for all affected lots. 

a. Critical area tracts are legally created tracts containing critical areas and their 

buffers that shall remain undeveloped in perpetuity. Critical area tracts are an 

integral part of the larger parcel in which they are created, are dedicated or 

recorded at Final Plat or prior to Building Permit issuance and are not intended for 

future sale, lease or transfer.  Permanent survey stakes using iron or cement 

markers as established by current survey standards shall be set delineating the 

boundaries between adjoining properties and the critical area tracts. 



Critical Areas | Appendix J 5 

 

b. Ownership: Critical Area tracts shall not be individually owned, but shall be 

dedicated to the Master Association or other appropriate organization as approved 

by the Designated Official.  In some circumstances, the City may consider 

ownership of the tracts, at their discretion. 

c. Allowed Uses:  Permitted uses in these tracts shall be consistent with this 

Appendix, and approved by the Designated Official.  

3. Conservation Easements: Conservation Easements shall be used to protect critical areas on 

portions of private property containing critical areas where a critical area tract is not 

created.  The easements shall be recorded on all documents of title of record for all affected 

parcels. 

a. Conservation Easements are legally created restrictions containing critical areas 

and their buffers that shall remain undeveloped so long as the protection is 

needed. These easements are an integral part of the larger parcel in which they are 

created, are dedicated at Final Plat or prior to Building Permit issuance and are 

not intended for future sale, lease or transfer.  

b. Ownership:  Conservation easements shall be dedicated to the Master Association 

or other appropriate organizations as approved by the Designated Official.  In 

some circumstances, the City may consider being the recipient of the easement, at 

their discretion. 

c. Allowed Uses: Permitted uses in these easements shall be consistent with this 

Appendix, and approved by the Designated Official. 

B Buffer Areas: Buffer areas shall be established from the outer edge of the critical area and 

based on the minimum buffer requirements set forth in the appropriate section of this 

Appendix. 

1.  Tibbetts Creek and associated wetlands – buffers will vary in width based on a Specific 

Critical Area Plan (generally illustrated as Exhibit J-1).  The Plan will be developed 

recognizing the site is a combination of prior improvements and currently non-conforming 

creek and wetland buffers.  The Plan will include the filling of a portion of the creek and 

wetlands and the creation of replacement creek and wetlands areas, buffer widenings and 

buffer enhancements.   More specifically, the Plan will include the following: 

a.  Tibbetts Creek Greenway completed improvements (Wetlands C and D, 

approximately 2.5 acres) have provided benefits for creek capacity, water quality and 

fish and wildlife habitat for Tibbetts Creek in this geographic location. 

b. On-site Enhancements  

1. Southern Enhancements (Exhibit J-3): completed prior to occupancy of any 

redevelopment of parcels 7450900380, 7450900370 or 7450900360. 

2. Southern Enhancements will establish a 100-foot buffer (averaged) and an 

additional 1.1 acres of critical area within the Creek. 

3. Northern Enhancements (Exhibit J-2): completed prior to occupancy of 

1,000,000 of Allowable Development within the Hyla Neighborhood 

4. Northern Enhancements: will establish a 100-foot averaged buffer east of the 

Creek and add 0.6 acres of critical area at the northernmost end of the Project. 

c. Off-site enhancements 

1.  Off-site Opportunity (Exhibit J-4, approximately 5 acres) – the Master 

Developer and the City shall work to obtain control over the off-site property 

to relocated Tibbetts Creek to the west either through obtaining fee title or a 



Critical Areas | Appendix J 6 

 

conservation easement.  The project will include filling a portion of the 

existing creek and wetlands combined with the creation of replacement creek 

and wetlands. 

2. The Master Developer shall be responsible for land costs, developing the 

Creek enhancement and relocation plan per the Tibbetts Greenway Plan.  

Upon property control, the Master Developer may apply for and obtain all 

local and State permits necessary to implement such plan.   

3. The City will, if necessary, assist in property acquisition. 

4. Timing: Due to the uncertainty of Master Developer’s ability to acquire title 

and/or otherwise obtain permission and/or permit approvals to conduct this 

off-site critical area work, Master Developer shall retain a portion of its 

developable property (as illustrated in Exhibit J-6) to be utilized as potential 

additional critical area buffer if the creek relocation as described in Subsection 

2 above cannot be accomplished.  This limitation is further described in 

Subsection 5 below. 

5. Until such time as the off-site enhancements depicted in Exhibit J-4 are 

completed, Master Developer shall neither construct any new structures nor 

expand any existing structures within one hundred feet (100’) of that portion 

of Tibbetts Creek (in its current location) adjacent to and between the 

southerly face of Building 15 (as depicted in Figure 3.2-1 of the Hyla 

Crossing and Rowley Center Project FEIS) to the northerly boundary of 

Master Developer’s ownership adjacent to I-90.  Nothing herein shall prohibit 

Master Developer from expanding any existing building where such 

expansion occurs outside of such 100 foot buffer.  

d. Limited Building Encroachment (Exhibit J-5) 

1. Maximum 2 locations  

2. Location: vicinity of Maple and 19
th

 Avenue 

3. Maximum Encroachment: 200 linear feet, within 25 feet (10 foot buffer and 15 

foot Building Setback Area) of Tibbetts Creek with a minimum vertical 

clearance of 12 feet (2
nd

 Story and above) 

4. Limitation: Mid-Rise or High-Rise Structure only 

5. Required: Critical Area Study and necessary buffer mitigation including buffer 

replacement. 

e. Building Setback Area 

Unless otherwise allowed in this Section 7.B or 7.C, a 15-foot Building Setback 

Area shall apply. 

2.  I-90 and SR900 wetlands – would be maintained per existing conditions, unless wetlands are 

relocated through future actions. 

3.  Steep Slopes – toe and top of slopes shall be determined through a geo-technical evaluation 

with City peer review. 

4. Restrictions due to the presence of Seismic hazards will be evaluated at Utility and 

Building Permit review. 

5.  Where more than one critical area buffers overlap, the largest buffer width shall be applied 

to ensure adequate protection for each critical area. 

6.  Reduction: unless otherwise specifically allowed, a critical area buffer may be reduced if 

the following apply: 
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a. A critical area study indicates the buffer may be reduced without resulting in impacts 

to the critical area. 

b. The reduction may be fully mitigated through additional plantings, buffer increase 

elsewhere or other means, as approved by the Designated Official. 

7.  Buffer Averaging: Standard critical area buffers may be modified by averaging buffer 

widths if approved by the Designated Official as part of the Critical Area Study submitted 

either with, or prior to, the development application.  Buffer width averaging is anticipated 

for the Project and shall be allowed within all wetland classes where the applicant 

demonstrates the following: 

a.  That width-averaging will not adversely impact the wetland functional values; 

b.  That the total area contained within the wetland buffer after averaging is no less than 

that contained within the standard buffer prior to averaging, except in the following 

situations:  The Designated Official may consider relocation of averaged buffer to the 

buffer of other wetlands; and, 

c. Areas already protected by these Critical Area Regulations including the specific 

critical area or the required buffer, may not be used for buffer averaging credit. 

C. Building Setback Areas: Building setback areas shall be established from the outer edge of the 

critical area buffer.  

1. The minimum building setback area shall be fifteen (15) feet unless a reduction of this 

standard meets the following criteria and is approved by the Designated Official: 

a).   The intrusion can be shown, through a critical area study which assumes 

implementation of appropriate mitigation, to have no adverse impact on the critical 

area; 

b).  Construction techniques can be utilized that reasonably ensures no adverse impact to 

the critical area or buffer during construction activities; 

c).  Design of the site and building(s) and, placement of the building(s) allow adequate 

physical and visual separation from nearby uses and are sensitive to the critical area; 

and, 

d).  An area equal to 2(x) the intrusion shall be provided within the building setback area 

as pervious open space.  This area shall be landscaped to be compatible with the 

adjoining critical area, as determined by the Designated Official. 

2. Prohibitions on the use of hazardous or toxic substances and pesticides or certain fertilizers 

in this area shall be imposed for setbacks from streams and wetlands. 

3. Minor structural intrusions (e.g. patios, sidewalks, roads, rockeries and walls less than 4 

feet in height) into the area of the building setback may be allowed if the applicant proves 

to the Designated Official that such intrusions will not negatively affect the protection level 

provided by the buffer to the critical area. 

4. Balconies located more than 30 feet above adjacent grade may extend into the Building 

Setback Area, subject to the applicant demonstrating to the Designated Official that the 

intrusions will not adversely impact the critical area.  

5. The building setback area shall be illustrated on all implementing preliminary plats and 

final plats, site development permits, building permit site plans, and similar type of permits 

containing or adjacent to critical areas. 
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8.0 Temporary marking - Permanent survey marking - Signs 

A. Temporary Marking: The location of the outer extent of the critical area buffer and building 

setback line pursuant to an approved Development or Land Use Permit shall be marked in the 

field with orange construction fencing and/or other appropriate apparatus, as determined by the 

Designated Official during critical area review. The location and presence of such markings in 

the field shall be approved by the Designated Official, prior to the commencement of permitted 

activities. Such field markings shall be maintained throughout the duration of the construction 

activities. 

B. Survey Markers: Permanent survey stakes using iron or cement markers as established by 

current survey standards shall be set delineating the boundaries between adjoining properties 

and the critical areas tracts. 

C. Signs: Boundaries between critical area tracts and/or areas with conservation easements and 

adjacent lands shall be identified using permanent signs explaining the type and value of the 

critical area, except the portions, if any, of a critical area that are adjacent to natural or wild 

areas. Whenever a trail enters a critical area buffer, the boundary shall be identified using 

permanent signs explaining the type and value of the critical area.     The number of signs 

required by the Designated Official will be dependent upon the size of the critical areas and the 

use of the property. 

 

9.0 Monitoring 

A. The Designated Official shall require monitoring when mitigation is required for the alteration 

of a critical area and its buffer. 

B. Frequency, detail and length of monitoring by the applicant will be included in the Mitigation 

Plan or the Critical Area Decision. 

C. Where monitoring reveals a significant deviation from predicted impacts or a failure of 

mitigation measures, the applicant shall be responsible for appropriate corrective action which, 

when approved, shall be subject to further monitoring by the applicant.  

 

10.0 Critical Areas Mitigation Fund  

There is hereby created a Critical Areas Mitigation Fund which shall be administered by the 

Finance Department. All funds received from civil penalties resulting from violations of this 

appendix shall be deposited in the fund which shall be used only for the purpose of paying all or 

part of the cost and expense of enforcing and implementing this Appendix. Monies in said fund not 

needed for immediate expenditure shall be invested for the benefit of Critical Areas located within 

the Project; or, as otherwise directed by the Master Developer.  

 

11.0 Allowed Critical Area Activities 

A. The following activities shall be allowed within a critical area and buffer to the extent that they 

are not prohibited by any other ordinance or law and provided they are conducted using best 

management practices, except where such activities result in the conversion of a regulated 

critical area and buffer to an activity to which it was not previously subjected. Further that 

forest practices and conversions shall be governed by Chapter 76.09 RCW and its rules.  

1. Conservation or preservation of soil, water, vegetation, fish, shellfish, and other wildlife; 

2. Outdoor recreational activities, including fishing, trail activities & bird watching; 

3. The noncommercial harvesting of wild vegetation in a manner that is not injurious to the 

critical area and provided the harvesting does not require tilling of soil, planting of crops, 
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or alteration of the wetland by changing existing topography, water conditions or water 

sources; 

4. Education, scientific research, and use of designated trails; 

5. Normal or emergency maintenance, repair, or operation of existing serviceable structures, 

facilities, or improved areas. Maintenance and repair does not include any modification that 

changes the character, scope, or size of the original structure, facility, or improved area and 

does not include the construction of a maintenance road; 

6. Minor modification of existing serviceable structures (e.g. utilities, monitoring equipment, 

etc.) within a buffer where modification does not adversely impact wetland functions; and 

7. Site investigative work necessary for land use application submittals such as delineations, 

surveys, soil logs, percolation tests and other related activities; and, 

8.  Removal of invasive or non-native vegetation or installation of habitat or water quality 

enhancing vegetation. 

B. In critical area buffers, regulated activities which have minimal adverse impacts within the 

buffers and no adverse impacts on wetlands may be allowed through the Land Use Permit 

process, provided they are conducted using best management practices. These activities 

include: 

1. Low-intensity, passive recreation-related activities such as development of recreation trails 

& outlooks, nonpermanent wildlife watching blinds, short-term scientific or educational 

activities;  

2. Stormwater management facilities having no feasible alternative on-site locations, where 

appropriate mitigation in the form of restoration and/or enhancement is included, and 

which would not adversely affect the function or values of the buffer or wetland. Any 

buffer area displaced by a stormwater management facility shall be compensated for by 

adding buffer area so that no net loss of buffer area results from the placement of the 

facility.  However, dispersion trenches (with prior approval by the Designated Official) 

which support wetland or stream water flows, do not require compensatory mitigation; and, 

3. Surface water discharge to a critical area or buffer from a detention facility, pre-settlement 

pond or other surface water management activity or facility may be allowed if the 

discharge enhances the critical area and/or does not increase the rate of flow, change the 

plant composition in a critical area, or decrease the water quality of the wetland or stream. 

 

12.0 Mitigation plan information requirements  

A required mitigation plan shall be prepared in consultation with the Designated Official and 

qualified professionals. The scope and specific requirements of a mitigation plan are dependent on 

the size and nature of the development proposal, and, the nature of the impacted critical area, the 

mitigation plan shall contain at a minimum the following components; however, the Designated 

Official may request additional information as required for the decision-making process:  

A. Identification of Project Team: A Compensation Project Manager shall be named and the 

qualifications of each team member involved in preparing the mitigation plan and 

implementing and supervising the project shall be provided, including educational background 

and areas of expertise, training and experience with comparable projects. 

B. Baseline Information: A written assessment and accompanying maps of the environmental 

conditions of the impacted regulated wetland and the mitigation-site if different. 

C. Environmental Goals and Objectives: A written report shall be provided identifying goals and 

objectives of the mitigation plan. The goals and objectives shall be related to the functions and 
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values of the original wetland or if out-of-kind, the type of wetland to be emulated and an 

analysis of the likelihood of success of the created or restored wetland. 

D. Evaluation Criteria: Specific criteria, including ecological, geological, or hydrological criteria, 

shall be provided for evaluating whether or not the goals and objectives of the project will be 

met and whether or not remedial action or contingency measures should be initiated. 

E. Detailed Landscape Construction Plans: Drawings and written specifications describing the 

mitigation techniques and materials to be used. 

F. Monitoring Program: A program outlining the approach for monitoring construction of the 

compensation project and for assessing a completed project shall be provided, including a 

protocol of how the monitoring data will be evaluated by agencies that are tracking the 

progress of the mitigation project.     

G. Contingency Plan: Identification of potential courses of action, and any corrective measures to 

be taken when monitoring or evaluation indicates project performance standards are not being 

met.  

 

13.0 Bonds for restoration and mitigation activities 

A. Performance Bonds: Mitigation required pursuant to a development or utility proposal must be 

completed prior to the Designated Official's granting of final approval of the development 

proposal or utility permit. If the applicant demonstrates that seasonal requirements or other 

circumstances beyond its control prevent completion of the mitigation prior to final approval, 

the applicant may post a performance bond equal to one hundred fifty (150) percent of the total 

cost of the unfinished mitigation project to complete, or other security instrument approved by 

the Designated Official which guarantees that all required mitigation measures will be 

completed no later than the time established by the Designated Official in accordance with this 

Appendix. 

B. Maintenance/Monitoring Bonds: The Designated Official shall require the applicant whose 

development proposal is subject to a mitigation plan to post a maintenance/monitoring bond 

equal to fifty (50) percent of the estimated maintenance and monitoring cost, or other security 

instrument approved by the Designated Official in an amount determined sufficient to 

guarantee satisfactory workmanship, materials, and performance of structures and 

improvements allowed or required by this appendix for a period of five (5) years. 

C. Performance and maintenance/monitoring bonds or other security instruments shall also be 

required for restoration of a critical area not performed as part of a mitigation plan, except no 

bond shall be required for minor stream restoration carried out pursuant to this Appendix. 

D. Bonds or other security instruments shall be in a form and amount approved by the Designated 

Official and the City Attorney and shall remain in effect until the Designated Official 

determines in writing that performance and maintenance standards have been met. 

E. Enforcement of Bonds: Depletion, failure, or collection of bond funds shall not discharge the 

obligation of an applicant or violator to complete required mitigation or restoration.  

 

14.0 Enforcement and penalties for critical areas  

A. The enforcement provisions for critical areas are intended to encourage compliance and protect 

critical areas and the public from harm. To achieve these ends, violators will not only be 

required to restore damaged critical areas, insofar as that is possible, but will also be required 

to pay a civil penalty for the redress of ecological, recreational, and economic values lost or 
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damaged due to their unlawful action. The provisions in this section are in addition to, and not 

in lieu of, any other penalty, sanction or right of action provided by law. 

B. Each violation of this Appendix, or any rule or regulation adopted, or any permit, permit 

condition, or order issued pursuant to this Appendix, shall be a separate offense, and, in the 

case of a continuing violation, each day's continuance shall be deemed to be a separate and 

distinct offense. 

C. Any person incurring a penalty may apply in writing within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt 

of the penalty to the Designated Official for remission or mitigation of such penalty. Upon 

receipt of the application, the Designated Official may remit or mitigate the penalty only upon 

a demonstration of extraordinary circumstances, such as the presence of information or factors 

not considered in setting the original penalty. 

D. All costs, fees, and expenses in connection with enforcement actions may be recovered as 

damages against the violator. 

E. Aiding or Abetting: Any person who, through an act of commission or omission procures, aids 

or abets in the violation shall be considered to have committed a violation for the purposes of 

the penalty. 

F. The Designated Official may bring appropriate actions at law or equity, including actions for 

injunctive relief, to ensure that no uses are made of critical areas or their buffers that are 

inconsistent with this Appendix.  

 

15.0 Civil penalties 
A. Any person in violation of this appendix shall be subject to civil penalties assessed as follows: 

1. An amount reasonably determined by the Designated Official to be equivalent to the 

economic benefit that the violator derives from the violation as measured by the greater of 

the resulting increase in market value of the property or the value received by the violator, 

or savings of construction costs realized by the violator performing any act in violation of 

this Appendix. 

2. An amount, not to exceed $25,000, that is reasonably based upon the nature and gravity of 

the violation and the cost to the City of enforcing this Appendix against the violator. 

3. Penalties under this section shall be imposed by a notice in writing, either by certified mail 

with return receipt requested or by personal service, to the person incurring the same from 

the City. The notice shall describe the violation, approximate the date(s) of violation, and 

shall order the acts constituting the violation to cease and desist, or, in appropriate cases, 

require necessary corrective action within a specific time. 

4. Any civil penalty recovered under this section shall be deposited in the Critical Areas 

Mitigation Fund for use by the City in protecting or restoring critical areas that are part of 

the Project or as otherwise directed by the Master Developer. 

5. No civil penalty shall be imposed under this Appendix upon the Designated Official, or 

City employees for any act or omission relating to the administration or enforcement of this 

Appendix.  

 

16.0 Notices and orders  

The Designated Official is authorized to issue violation notices and administrative orders, levy 

fines, and/or institute legal actions in court. 

A. Recourse to any single remedy shall not preclude recourse to any of the other remedies. 
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B. The Designated Official may serve upon a person a cease and desist order if an activity being 

undertaken on a critical area or its buffer is in violation of this appendix or related Designated 

Official's decision. Whenever any person violates this appendix or any permit issued to 

implement this appendix, the Designated Official may issue an order reasonably appropriate to 

cease such violation and to mitigate any environmental damage resulting therefrom. 

1. The order shall set forth and contain: 

a. A description of the specific nature, extent, and time of violation and the damage or 

potential damage; and, 

b. A notice that the violation or the potential violation cease and desist or, in appropriate 

cases, the specific corrective action to be taken within a given time. A civil penalty may 

be issued with the order. 

2. The cease and desist order issued under this section shall become effective immediately 

upon receipt by the person to whom the order is directed. 

3. Failure to comply with the terms of a cease and desist order can result in enforcement 

actions including, but not limited to, the issuance of a civil penalty. 

4. Orders and penalties issued pursuant to this subsection may be appealed. 

C. Any person who undertakes any activity within a critical area or its buffer without first 

obtaining a permit required by this Appendix, except as allowed in each section under the 

allowed activities provision, or any person who violates one (1) or more conditions of any 

permit required by this Appendix or of any order issued pursuant to subsection (C)(2) of this 

section, shall incur a penalty allowed per violation. 

1. In the case of a continuing violation, each permit violation and each day of activity without 

a required permit shall be a separate and distinct violation. 

2. The penalty amount shall be set in consideration of the previous history of the violator and 

the severity of the environmental impact of the violation. 

3. Penalties provided from this section shall be appealable to King County Superior Court.  

 

17.0 Criminal penalties 

As an alternative to any other judicial or administrative remedy provided in this Appendix or by 

law or other ordinance, any person who willfully or knowingly violates any provision of this 

Appendix, or any order issued pursuant to this Appendix, or by each act of commission or 

omission procures, aids or abets such violation, is guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 

shall be punished by a fine not to exceed $1,000 and/or imprisonment in the City jail for a term not 

to exceed ninety (90) days. Each day such violation continues to occur, shall be considered an 

additional misdemeanor offense.  
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Exhibit J-1  Wetlands & Tibbetts Creek 
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Exhibit J-2  Northern Enhancements 
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Exhibit J-3 Southern Enhancement Area 
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 Exhibit J-4 Off Site Improvements 
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Exhibit J-5 Building Encroachment 
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Introduction 

Suggested text for this section is: 

Background 

The Project Name is located within the Service Area of the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank 

(KFMB). The project applicant is requesting that mitigation credits from KFMB be used to 

compensate for impacts to critical and buffer areas (or describe specific impacts) associated 

with the project. This Bank Use Plan describes the rationale for purchasing credits at the Keller 

Farm Mitigation Bank to compensate for impacts, and was prepared following agency guidance 

on preparing mitigation plans and the use of mitigation banks including: the Interagency 

Review Team for Washington State Guidance Paper on Using Credits from Mitigation Banks: 

Guidance to Applicants on Submittal Contents for Bank Use Plans (2009), Washington State’s 

Mitigation Banking Statutes (RCW 90.84 and WAC 173-700), the Washington State Department 

of Ecology’s (Ecology) Wetland Mitigation in Washington State (2006), and the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers (Corps) Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (33 C.F.R. § 

332)(2008).  

The Keller Farm Mitigation Bank is a 75-acre certified mitigation bank located, in Redmond, 

WA. The Bank location is shown in Figure 1. The Bank Service Area is shown in Figure 2. KFMB 

is an “urban” bank that provides mitigation opportunities for urbanizing areas in east King 

County and south Snohomish County. KFMB was certified by federal, state, and local regulatory 

agencies in December 2019 and has mitigation credits available to compensate for approved 

impacts to wetlands and other critical areas including wetland and stream buffers and riparian 

areas.  

As stated in the Appendix A of the Mitigation Banking Instrument for the KFMB, the purpose of 

the Bank is to generate mitigation credits for projects that will have an adverse impact on the 

aquatic environment and that need to compensate for those impacts as a condition of their 

permits or other regulatory requirements resulting from project impacts.  The Bank site, known 

locally as “the Keller Farm”, has been identified as a high priority restoration site since the 

1990s and was specifically identified as a potential mitigation bank site in the Final Lake 

Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan 

(2005). The Bank site was identified as a “Near Term Action” important to regional salmonid 

habitat restoration efforts as part of the Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Salmon 

Conservation Plan for Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 8, adopted by the National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and implemented by local stakeholders to 

achieve Chinook salmon recovery consistent with the Endangered Species Act (Chinook Salmon 

Conservation Plan, 2005; ESA 16 U.S.C. S 1531). 
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Restoration goals at KFMB address the limiting factors in the watershed related to loss of 

wetland habitat and riparian vegetation communities, and alterations to floodplain and stream 

habitat.  

 

Consultant Qualifications 

List project team consultants and describe Consultant Qualifications to complete the Bank Use 

plan. 
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Project Description 

Provide a description of the development project including location, Service Area to be used, and 

justification for using Service Area, the types of activities that will impact wetlands, streams, or 

buffers and a general description of those impacts. If a detailed project description is available in 

other documents in the application package, summarize the project description and cite the more 

detailed documents.   

 

The specific critical area impact must be allowed to be mitigated in the Service Area where the 

impact site is located. The notes on Figure 2 describes the types of critical areas impacts that can be 

mitigated within each Service Area.  

 

 

 

Existing Conditions 

Describe existing conditions of the proposed project site including existing and surrounding land 

uses, landscape position, vegetation, soils, hydrology, and existing conditions of critical areas 

present (wetlands, streams, buffers). Cite more detailed documents as appropriate, such as critical 

areas reports prepared for the project.  
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Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts 

Describe how adverse impacts, both direct and indirect, to wetlands, streams, and buffers, as 

appropriate, will be avoided and minimized by the project to the greatest extent practicable. This 

should include consideration of project location, design, construction practices, monitoring efforts 

and/or other relevant factors. Cite more detailed documents as appropriate, such as critical areas 

reports prepared for the project. 

  

If other sites were considered and rejected on the basis of critical area or buffer impacts or other 

environmental impacts, briefly mention them here. If a Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 

Alternatives Analysis is required (see https://www.epa.gov/cwa-404/memorandum-appropriate-

level-analysis-required-evaluating-compliance-cwa-section-404b1 and 

https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Portals/27/docs/regulatory/Forms/Alternative%20Analysis%2

0Guidance%20Enclosure%20(10-23-03).pdf for information on alternatives analysis) or a 

Floodplain Habitat Assessment (see https://www.fema.gov/media-

library/assets/documents/161009 and https://www.fema.gov/media-library-

data/1383598118060-

e34756afe271d52a0498b3a00105c87b/Puget_Sound_R10_Habitat_Assess_guide.pdf for more 

information), please cite those documents here.  

 

If site-specific measures were used adjacent to specific wetlands etc., a table similar to the following 

example may be useful: 
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Examples of impact avoidance/minimization for several types of development include: 

 

• Commercial facility: Minimizing new impervious surface, using pervious surfaces for 

parking lots, using infiltration to treat stormwater, enhancing wetland buffers, providing 

appropriate water quality treatment, reducing the project footprint from the original 

proposal, using native landscape plants, using integrated pest management techniques, 

using other low impact development measures, and others. 

 

• Road Widening: widening asymmetrically to avoid wetlands, widening toward the road 

median, using retaining walls to reduce side slopes, minimizing new impervious surface by 

lane re-striping, using road shoulder-installed filters for water quality treatment, locating 

stormwater treatment facilities outside of wetlands, and others. 

 

• Residential Development: Retaining native vegetation where possible, infiltrating roof 

runoff, using pervious surfaces for driveways, using other low impact development 

measures, enhancing wetland buffers, and others. 
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Unavoidable Wetland, Stream or Buffer Impacted 
Acreage 

Describe adverse impacts, both direct and indirect, to wetlands, streams, and buffers.  Summarize 

the areal impacts using a table similar to the following examples. Cite corresponding drawings in 

the application package or append to the Bank Use Plan.  

Example tables: 
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Impacted Wetland, Stream, or Buffer Functions 

Describe the wetland or stream) functions that are expected to be lost or altered. The discussion 

can be divided into groups of wetland functions such as water quality, hydrologic, and habitat.   

 

If a more detailed function description is available in other documents in the application package, 

this section should simply summarize the functions that will be affected and cite the more detailed 

document. Use the Washington State Wetland Rating System (Hruby 2014) and submit the rating 

forms and accompanying maps/drawings for all wetland impact projects requiring a Section 401 

Water Quality Certification. Rating methods for both western and eastern WA are available at: 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/wetlands/ratingsystems/index.html). Applicants may use 

other wetland function assessments, in addition to the rating system, at their discretion, but they 

should not substitute for the Rating System.  

 

If the project will entirely eliminate a wetland, then assume that all functions will be lost. If a 

wetland will be partially filled or otherwise affected, discuss the extent to which existing 

functions will be lost. Include a discussion of the potential indirect and/or temporary impacts to the 

remaining wetland, if any.  

 

Note: Fill or clearing in a wetland buffer may result in indirect wetland impacts that could also 

require compensatory mitigation. Even temporary clearing of forested or shrub areas in 

wetlands or buffers may have long-term indirect impacts to wetlands and may require mitigation. 

Also, functions are not evenly distributed throughout a wetland. For example, a wetland may be 

mostly forested with some disturbed emergent patches along the edges. If the project will only fill 

those emergent patches, then habitat functions may be less affected than if forested areas were 

eliminated. However, in this example, indirect impacts to habitat in the forested areas may result 

and should be accounted for. 

 

Water Quality Functions – Briefly describe characteristics of wetlands relative to water quality 

functions such as water movement, vegetation extent as it relates to potential for slowing and 

filtering water (e.g., extent of grazing), extent of ponding, opportunity to improve water quality and 

so on. Describe how these functions will be affected by the project. 

 

Hydrologic Functions – Briefly describe characteristics of wetlands relative to the ability and 

opportunity of the wetland to store water. Describe how these functions will be affected by the 

project. 

 

Habitat Functions – Briefly describe characteristics of wetlands relative to habitat functions such as 

interspersion of habitats, corridor connectivity, plant species richness, buffer condition, and so on. 

Describe how these functions will be affected by the project. 
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Mitigation Site Selection Rationale 

Confirm that the project is located within the KFMB Service area (see service area text definitions)  

 

The impact site must be within the approved Service Area of the KFMB (See Figure 2). Note there 

are two described Service Areas – Lake Sammamish and Lake Washington. Contact a KFMB 

representative if you have questions about the KFMB Service Areas. 

 

The Lake Sammamish Sub-basins/Creeks included in the Lake Sammamish Service Area are: 

• Issaquah Creek Sub-basin: Issaquah Creek, Carey Creek, Holder Creek, McDonald 

Creek, Fifteenmile Creek, Tibbetts Creek 

• Lake Sammamish Sub-basin: Laughing Jacobs Creek, Pine Lake Creek, Ebright Creek, 

George Davis Creek, Lewis Creek, Squibbs Creek, Vasa Creek 

• Bear Creek Sub-basin: Bear Creek, Evans Creek, Rutherford Creek, Cottage Lake 

Creek, Mackey Creek, Colin Creek, Struve Creek  

• Sammamish River Sub-basin: Derby Creek, Gold Creek, Woodin Creek 

• Little Bear Creek Sub-basin: Little Bear Creek  

• North Creek Sub-basin: North Creek, Silver Creek, Smokehouse Creek 

• Swamp Creek Sub-basin: Swamp Creek, Scriber Creek (WDFW SalmonScape). 

 

The Lake Washington Sub-basins/Creeks included in the Lake Washington Service Area are: 

• Kelsey Creek Sub-basin: Kelsey Creek, Richards Creek (not including areas south of 

I-90) 

•  Lake Washington Sub-basin: Goff Creek, Yarrow Creek, Valley Creek, Forbes Creek, 

Juanita Creek, Lyon Creek, and McAleer Creek (WDFW SalmonScape) 

 

Lake Washington Sub-basins/Creeks excluded from the Lake Washington Service Area are: 

portions of the Kelsey Creek Sub-basin located south of I-90 (including Richards Creek Sub-basin, 

Sunset Creek Sub-basin, East Creek Sub-basin, etc.), May Creek, Coal Creek, Thornton Creek, 

Ravenna Creek, and the Cedar River Watershed. 

 

Use of Credits outside the Service Area - The Bank may be used on a case by case basis to 

compensate for permitted impacts falling geographically outside of the Service Areas, and/or 

beyond the allowable impact types specified, if approved by the agencies requiring mitigation and 

the Mitigation Bank Interagency Review Team. Typically, out-of-service-area impacts are only 

approved when purchasing mitigation bank credits would be practicable and environmentally 

preferable to other mitigation alternatives. Examples are projects that span multiple watershed 

basins such as transportation and utility corridors and pipelines, and settlement of enforcement 

actions. 
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Below is general information that can be used to justify and/or describe the rationale for use of the 

Keller Farm Mitigation Bank within a Bank use Plan: 

 

The ________Project Name________ is located within the Mitigation Bank Service Area of the “Keller 

Farm Mitigation Bank” (KFMB), a 75-acre State and Federally certified mitigation bank project in 

Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 8. The KFMB is located at the confluence of two regionally 

significant salmon bearing streams (Bear and Evans Creeks) in the City of Redmond.  

 

The KFMB has undergone an extensive permitting and review process which involved input and 

direction from multiple agencies and reviewing groups.  Based on work accomplished, credits have 

been approved and released for sale by the Interagency Review Team (IRT) co-chaired by the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers and the Washington State Department of Ecology.  The KFMB restoration 

design, performance standards and monitoring plan is detailed in the bank's Mitigation Banking 

Instrument (MBI).  This plan was prepared in consultation with the IRT and follows specific 

requirements of Chapter 173-700 WAC for Wetland Mitigation Banks. The following agencies and 

stakeholders participated in the development of the banking instrument:  

 

• US Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District 

• US Environmental Protection Agency 

• Washington State Department of Ecology 

• National Marine Fisheries Service 

• Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

• Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division 

• King County-WRIA 8 Technical Committee 

• City of Redmond 

 

The availability of mitigation credits from a large-scale mitigation bank project in WRIA-8 provides 

many benefits above and beyond traditional permittee-responsible mitigation. First the bank 

project was reviewed extensively by multiple agencies to ensure appropriate siting within the 

watershed, appropriate design and restoration approach as well as appropriate metrics for 

evaluating success. In the Lake Washington-Sammamish Watershed, there are relatively little 

restoration or mitigation opportunities available that provide meaningful functional lift of existing 

aquatic resources. There are limited mitigation opportunities when looking “on-site” versus 

locating mitigation in a more sustainable and effective part of the watershed. 

 

Mitigation Bank Projects are highly regulated with multiple agencies overseeing their development 

and monitoring. Banks are situated in the landscape using criteria found in the joint guidance from 

the USACE and Washington Department of Ecology “Selecting Mitigation Sites Using a Watershed 

Approach” to targeting restoration actions in a WRIA or watershed. Banks are often very large, 

highly functioning restoration projects that restore a variety of wetland, riparian and associated 

upland habitat types, creating more complete and interconnected systems connected to habitat 
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corridors rather than habitat patches separated and fragmented by development. Banks are fully 

protected by a conservation easement which is funded in perpetuity through the establishment of 

an endowment fund and credits are only released when the bank has shown that it is meeting it’s 

stated performance standards.   

 

The USACE’s 2008 Final Rule “Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources” establishes 

a preference for the use of certified mitigation banks to compensate for permitted impacts to 

aquatic resources:  

 

“Since a mitigation bank must have an approved mitigation plan and other assurances in place 

before any of its credits can be used to offset permitted impacts, this rule establishes a preference 

for the use of mitigation bank credits, which reduces some of the risks and uncertainties associated 

with compensatory mitigation.” 

 

The USACE rule goes on to read:  

 

“when the permitted impacts are located within the service area of an approved mitigation bank, 

and the bank has the appropriate number and resource type of credits available, the permittee’s 

compensatory mitigation requirements may be met by securing those credits from the sponsor” 

(33 CFR part 332.3b[2]).  

Washington State’s Mitigation Banking Rule provides the following support for the use and 

establishment of Mitigation Banks in Washington State: 

 

“WAC 173-700-100   Background and purpose.    

(1) The Wetlands Mitigation Banking Act, chapter 90.84 RCW, identifies wetland mitigation banking 

(banks) as an important regulatory tool for providing compensatory mitigation for unavoidable 

impacts to wetlands and declares it the policy of the state to support banking. The act directs the 

department of ecology (department) to adopt rules establishing a statewide process for certifying 

banks. 

(2) The department anticipates that banks will provide compensatory mitigation in advance of 

unavoidable impacts to wetlands and will consolidate compensatory mitigation into larger 

contiguous areas for regionally significant ecological benefits. 

(3) Banks prioritize restoration of wetland functions and as such should be complementary to 

the restoration of ecosystems and ecosystem processes as identified in state or locally adopted 

science-based watershed management plans. 

(4) The purpose of this chapter is to encourage banking by providing an efficient, predictable 

statewide framework for the certification and operation of environmentally sound banks.” 

 

Local governments also implement land use regulations, which control the type and intensity of 

development within a given jurisdiction. Through guidance from Ecology, local governments 

have adopted critical are regulations supporting the use of mitigation banks and recognizing 

their unique ability to address watershed scale restoration objectives and limiting factors for 
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aquatic and critical areas. This is especially the case in more urban watersheds where very little 

meaningful mitigation actions may exist on-site or in the immediate sub-basin of a development 

project.     

 

The Keller Farm Bank Site has been identified as a high priority stream and wetland restoration 

project in Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 8 for the last thirty years, beginning with the 

Bear Creek Basin Plan in the 1980’s. The bank site is identified as a ‘Near Term Action’ 

important to regional salmonid habitat restoration efforts as part of the Lake 

Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Salmon Conservation Plan for WRIA 8 adopted by NOAA 

Fisheries and implemented by local stakeholders to achieve Chinook salmon recovery 

consistent with the Endangered Species Act (Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan (CSCP), 2005; 

ESA 16 U.S.C. S 1531).  

 

The KFMB is located at the confluence of two regionally significant, salmon‐bearing streams, 

Bear Creek and Evans Creek. Another smaller stream, Perrigo Creek, flows adjacent to a portion 

of the western Bank boundary and will be rerouted and daylighted onto the bank site. The Bank 

design goals were developed as part of the Project Prospectus (Habitat Bank, 2015) and Basis of 

Design Report (Shannon and Wilson. Inc., 2018).  The design goals are consistent with Ecology, 

Corps, and U.S. Environmental Protection agency guidelines for establishing mitigation bank 

goals and criteria, as well as with Bear Creek Basin restoration planning efforts and WRIA-8 

restoration goals as established by the WRIA-8 Salmon Recovery Council. Wetland and habitat 

restoration goals on the Bank site were developed to address the limiting factors in the 

watershed related to the loss of wetland hydrology, the loss of wetland habitat and vegetation 

communities, and the alteration of topography affecting wetlands, floodplain, and stream 

habitat conditions. Implementation of the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank will result in substantial 

gains in aquatic ecosystem functions as compared to baseline conditions present on the site.  

 

The site-specific goals and objectives for the KFMB include: 

 

• Permanently protect ecosystem functions at the Bank by implementing the Bank 

Instrument and executing a conservation easement with permanent funding for site 

stewardship. 

 

• Re-establish wetland hydrology and varying wetland hydroperiods across the site by 

disabling farm ditches, reconnecting Bear creek with its floodplain, and performing 

grading actions to re-establish wetland hydrology and riparian habitat across the Bank 

site. 

 

• Create additional wetland habitat areas that support wetland-dependent organisms and 

anadromous fish species. Increase habitat structure and diversity on the Bank site over 

existing degraded conditions. 
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• Re-establish wetland vegetation and native plant communities across the site. Remove 

and control noxious and invasive plant species and reintroduce native vegetation to 

increase habitat complexity in the floodplain wetlands and adjacent upland areas. Plant 

native trees, shrubs, and herbaceous species to re-establish a mosaic of habitat 

communities within the Bank property. 

 

• Improve access for aquatic organisms to floodplain wetland and aquatic areas. Enhance 

and create off-channel rearing and refuge habitat for salmonids within the floodplain 

streams and deeper backwater areas connected to Bear Creek. 

 

• Reconnect Bear Creek to the floodplain and improve floodplain functions on the Bank 

site including attenuation of flood flows, reductions in peak flood flows, food web and 

organic material support and transport, and refuge habitat for fish and wildlife during 

flood events. 

 

• Establish a connection point for the future relocation of Perrigo Creek through the 

adjacent parcel north of the Bank.  

 

• Reestablish and rehabilitate stream channel habitat in the floodplain through grading 

and addition of large woody debris (LWD). Create pool habitat and increase channel 

habitat complexity. 

 

• Increase shading and cover of streams through planting on the Bank site over existing 

conditions. 
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Specific creditable restoration actions at KFMB are shown below in Table 1:   

Table 1. Creditable Restoration Actions at KFMB. 

HABITAT TYPE 

(Action) 

CREDITABLE 

ACRES 

NON-

CREDITABLE 

BUFFERS 

NON-

CREDITABLE 

EASEMENTS TOTALS 

Riparian Upland Forest 

(Enhancement) 
6.7 5.1 0.1 11.9 

Riparian Forest Wetland                 

(Re-establishment) 
17.5 1.5 0.1 19.1 

Shrub-Scrub/Emergent 

Wetland Mix (Re-

establishment) 

28.7 2.8 0.5 32.0 

Riparian Wetland Stream 

Complex (Rehabilitation) 
3.9 0.3 0.1 4.3 

Existing Wetland PFO/PSS 

Mix (Rehabilitation)  
7.7 0.1 0.1 7.9 

Subtotal 64.5 9.8 0.9  

Total 75.2 

 

 

In order to mitigate for the proposed discharge of fill material into _____, the applicant is 

proposing off-site mitigation from the KFMB. The KFMB has met all required performance 

standards applicable to the release of available credits under the terms of the Mitigation Bank 

Instrument (MBI).  Given the size, scope and diversity of this bank located in an urban setting 

and its unique ability to restore both wetland area and functions as well as critical habitat for 

salmonids, the KFMB is the most suitable location for the proposed project's compensatory 

mitigation requirements. 

 

For more information about the bank contact: 

Habitat Bank LLC. 

Zach Woodward 

Project Manager 

P.O. Box 354 

Kirkland, WA 98033 

Phone: (425) 205-0279 

Email: Zachary.woodward@habitatbank.com 

See also: www.habitatbank.com 
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Confirmation of Mitigation Credit Availability 

 

As of __DATE_________, the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank has approximately ____ mitigation credits 

available for immediate use.  Mitigation credits are provided from the bank to an applicant's 

project using the suggested ratios in the table below, as approved by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACE) and the Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE).  

 

Permanent Resource Impact Credit to Impact Ratio 

Wetland, Category I Case by case 

Wetland, Category II 1.2 to 1 

Wetland, Category III 1.0 to 1 

Wetland, Category IV 0.85 to 1 

Critical Area Buffer 0.3 to 1 

Stream Case by case 

 

Proof of the current number of available mitigation credits at the KFMB site can be confirmed 

by the approving agency(s) through the Interagency Review Team (IRT).  

 

Contact: 

Kate Thompson 

Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program 

P.O. Box 47600 

Olympia, WA 98504 

(360) 407-6749 

kate.thompson@ecy.wa.gov 

 

Suzanne L. Anderson, PhD, PWS 

Project Manager/Banking Lead 

Seattle District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

Regulatory Branch, CENWS-OD-RG 

Mail Address: P.O. Box  3755 

Seattle, WA  98124-3755 

Building Location: 4735 East Marginal Way South 

Seattle, WA 98134 

Email: Suzanne.l.Anderson@usace.army.mil 
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Wetland/Stream Functions Provided at KFMB 

This section should describe the functions expected to be provided at the Keller Farm Mitigation 

Bank. This information is available in the Mitigation Banking Instrument (MBI) or in other 

documents that have consolidated this information from the MBI (Ask a KFMB representative if you 

need more information). Describe how the functions and wetland types (e.g., freshwater/estuarine, 

HGM type, landscape setting) of the bank relate to the functions and types of wetlands that are 

expected to be affected by the project. This section should demonstrate how credits from the bank 

will provide adequate mitigation for project impacts, so be sure to provide appropriate detail. For 

ease of comparison, please discuss the bank’s functions in the same way as the impact wetland’s 

functions – grouped as water quality, hydrologic, and habitat functions. 

Pages A1-A2, A13-A-22 of the MBI and B24-27 discuss the ecological goals existing and expected post-
project functions to be provided by the KFMB. A suggested summary to include this section is: 

The following is excerpted or paraphrased from the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank MBI:  

The Keller Farm Mitigation Bank is located at the floodplain confluence of two regionally significant 

salmon bearing streams, Bear and Evans Creeks. The Bear Creek watershed is designated as a 

“Highest Restoration Watershed” by the City of Redmond. KFMB is a high priority wetland and 

stream restoration site important to regional salmonid habitat restoration efforts. 

Historically, the bank site was a wetland and upland “mosaic” complex with forested, shrub, and 

herbaceous wetlands, beaver ponds, and tributary streams that flowed into Bear Creek. Two 

federally threatened salmonid species, Puget Sound Chinook and Steelhead, utilize Bear and Evans 

Creeks and their larger tributaries, as well as coho, sockeye, and coastal cutthroat, and numerous 

other non-salmonid fish species. The bank site is known to have been regularly used by Native 

Americans for fishing, camping and trading. The site was homesteaded in the 1880s and converted 

to agricultural use. It was extensively ditched, drained, grazed, tilled, and managed as a dairy farm 

through the 1980s. Very little remnant wetland area remained compared to historic conditions, and 

a network of linear ditches replaced the natural floodplain tributary streams to convey water off 

the site.  

 

The KFMB includes wetland habitat areas that are classified as “depressional and riverine” under 

the HGM classification system and “palustrine and riverine” wetlands under the Cowardin 

classification system. Improvements to water quality, water quantity, and habitat functions within 

the re-established and rehabilitated wetland areas on the KFMB site will be documented and 

evaluated through the Bank’s performance standards and monitoring reports, which allow credits 

to be generated and released for use by applicants. The improvement of existing and historic 

wetlands on the Bank site can be placed into two categories of restoration actions, per the joint 

agency guidance on compensatory mitigation found in Wetland Mitigation in Washington State 

Part.1 Version 1 (Washington Department of Ecology, et al., 2006): 
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Wetland Re-establishment: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or biological characteristics 

of a site with the goal of returning natural or historic functions to a former wetland. Re-establishment 

results in rebuilding a former wetland and results in a gain in wetland acres and functions. Activities 

could include removing fill, plugging ditches, or breaking drain tiles. 

 

Wetland re-establishment actions at the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank include restoring wetland 

hydrology to historical wetland areas within the Bear Creek Floodplain that have been drained over 

the last 100 years by farm ditches.  

 

Re-establishment activities for wetland hydrology include reconnecting historical wetlands and 

existing wetlands to floodplain streams by 1). disabling a series of deep drainage ditches and 

drainage tiles, 2). creating additional connection points between the floodplain wetlands and Bear 

Creek to increase the normal frequency of overbank flows 3). reconnecting and daylighting “Perrigo 

Creek” into the Bank Site to increase hydrologic inputs to the site, and 4.) providing habitat and 

space to account for beavers utilizing their historical habitat areas and creating additional 

floodplain inundation and saturation of soils.  

 

These actions will reconnect wetland areas to their historical sources of hydrology and create 

highly functional wetland and riparian habitat types for juvenile salmonids, amphibians and other 

aquatic dependent organisms. Disabling ditches and reconnecting the high groundwater table to 

wetland areas on the bank site will re-saturate and inundate historical wetland areas and provide 

additional flood storage and attenuation of baseflows in Bear Creek. Shading these areas by creating 

shrub and forested wetland habitat communities will also reduce peak temperatures in aquatic 

areas and work to maintain the cool water input to Bear Creek from the bank site which is essential 

during the summer for Bear Creek and the Sammamish Basin for migrating anadromous fish.  

 

Wetland Rehabilitation: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or biological characteristics of a 

site with the goal of repairing natural or historic functions [and processes] of a degraded wetland. 

Rehabilitation results in a gain in wetland function but does not result in a gain in wetland acres. 

Activities could involve breaching a dike to reconnect wetlands to a floodplain or returning tidal 

influence to a wetland. 

 

Wetland rehabilitation actions include restoring the natural wetland hydroperiod of existing 

wetlands through floodplain reconnection with Bear Creek and disabling of existing ditches, 

grading to create connectivity between existing wetlands and reestablished wetlands, and 

reestablishing native vegetation communities within the existing wetland areas.  

 

Additionally, riparian uplands surrounding the re-established and rehabilitated wetland areas and 

streams will be enhanced through the planting of native trees and shrubs which will create 

interspersed terrestrial habitat, important for aquatic dependent wildlife as well as providing other 

improvements such as shading aquatic areas on the site and providing a source of organic material 

and large wood. 
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Restoration actions across the bank site will rehabilitate 7.9 acres of existing wetland habitat while 

re-establishing approximately 51.1 acres of forested, shrub and emergent wetlands. The existing 

7,114 linear feet (1.7 acres) of ditched tributary streams will be rehabilitated and approximately 

5,162 linear feet (2.6 acres) of stream channel will be added across the Bank site. 

Water Quality Functions 

All pre-existing wetlands provided a medium level of water quality functions (total water quality 

score of 6-7 points) and a low or medium site potential function for water quality improvement 

using the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington (Rating System). All 

wetlands are located within the floodplain of Bear Creek and are inundated during overbank flood 

events. However, lack of surface channel connections with Bear Creek or existing onsite ditches and 

limited extent of seasonal ponding during non-flood events restrict the site potential of existing 

wetlands to provide water quality functions. In addition, because the site was in agricultural use, 

pollutant filtering capability of vegetation in site wetlands was limited. All existing wetlands rate 

high for providing water quality improvement that is valuable to society because both Bear Creek 

adjacent to the Bank and the tributary Perrigo Creek that flows through the Bank site are listed on 

the State of Washington 303d list as impaired for water quality parameters. Perrigo Creek is 

impaired for temperature and a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) has been established. Bear 

Creek is listed for bioassessment, dissolved oxygen, temperature, and bacteria and TMDLs have 

been established for the latter three parameters. Existing wetlands on the Bank site would gain 

significant functional lift in water quality from rehabilitation and enhancement actions associated 

with implementation of the Bank. In addition, a net increase of 51.1 acres of wetland and 2.6 acres 

of stream channel/wetland complex will result. Post-construction wetland and floodplain functions 

related to water quality, such as removing sediments, nutrients, metals, and toxic organics will 

significantly increase as native vegetation establishes.  

The Bank’s riparian restoration and stream plantings are an integral part of a regional effort to 

restore riparian conditions and functions and reduce temperatures in Bear Creek and the 

Sammamish River. Vegetating the banks of Bear Creek and the tributary floodplain streams 

within the Bank site with trees and shrubs will provide additional shading during the critical 

months in the summer and fall when adult salmon are migrating and spawning in the Bear Creek 

and Sammamish River systems. The Bank was designed so that during the summer and fall periods 

when water levels across the Bank site will be at their lowest levels, water will be confined to the 

riparian stream channel areas, rather than spreading out or ponding across the site which could 

warm surface waters. Riparian wetlands are not expected to have extended periods of standing 

water June through October. Additionally, floodplain streams will maintain their groundwater 

connection, providing a cold-water source in the streams and to Bear Creek. 
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Hydrologic Functions 

All pre-existing wetlands on the Bank site provided a medium level of hydrologic functions (total 

hydrologic score of 7 points) using the Rating System.  

Restoration actions at KFMB will result in improvement to site-specific wetland and floodplain 

hydrologic functions and watershed-scale hydrologic processes, including increased available flood 

storage volume, attenuation of flood flows, reductions in peak flood flows, and groundwater 

recharge.  

Habitat Functions 

All pre-existing wetlands on the Bank site provided a medium level of habitat functions (total 

habitat score of 6 points) using the Rating System. Plant communities were entirely emergent and 

dominated by non-native and invasive species, farmed, and lacked habitat complexity.  

Overall habitat suitability for wetland-associated birds, mammals, amphibians, fish and 

invertebrates will improve over existing conditions because of: the net increase in acreage of 

wetland and aquatic area, improved access for aquatic organisms to floodplain wetland and aquatic 

areas, the increased variety of hydroperiods, the increase in vegetation species richness and habitat 

interspersion, the addition of habitat enhancement features such as large woody debris, and 

accessibility to contiguous habitat areas such as the adjacent WSDOT mitigation site and NPGA 

areas along Bear Creek.  

The restoration of 7,114 linear feet of ditched tributary streams and addition of  5,162 linear feet of 

stream channel will increase available suitable habitat for salmonids and other fish species, 

including ESA-listed species, including additional off-channel rearing and refuge habitat within the 

floodplain streams and deeper backwater areas connected to Bear Creek. 

Summary of Functional Improvements 

Existing wetlands on the Bank site gain significant functional lift in water quality and 

habitat functions from rehabilitation and enhancement actions associated with implementation of 

the Bank. Hydrologic functions in existing wetlands would remain similar to pre-project 

conditions. Existing wetlands (7.9 ac)  and re-established wetlands (63.3 ac) are anticipated to rate 

as Category II wetlands at maturity. For existing wetlands onsite, the Credit-Debit Method 

(Calculating Credits and Debits for Compensatory Mitigation in Western Washington, Hruby 2012) 

estimated that 14.2 acre-points would be generated for water quality functions and 7.9 acre-points 

would be generated for habitat functions with Bank implementation. Additionally, 500 water 

quality acre-points, 438 hydrology acre-points, and 438 habitat acre-points would be generated by 

re-establishing and rehabilitating approximately 63.3 acres of former wetlands on the site. 

Post construction, the Bank site will consist of a mosaic of forested upland, forested, scrub/shrub, 

and emergent wetland, and stream channel habitat. The Bank will create new aquatic habitat for 

resident and anadromous fish species and improve existing habitat for the regionally important 
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salmonid populations that are present on the Bank site. A net increase of 51.1 acres of wetland and 

2.6 acres of stream channel/wetland will result from Bank implementation.  

Post-project conditions will provide numerous functional benefits over existing conditions 

including: allowing Bear Creek flows to infiltrate in wetland areas during a wider range of flow 

conditions; recharging the local groundwater aquifer; increasing floodplain wetland groundwater 

storage; providing cooling of groundwater through soil heat adsorption of surface waters; and 

delaying release of cooler groundwater to the floodplain streams later in the spring and summer 

when stream temperatures are highest. Plantings adjacent to Bear Creek and floodplain streams 

will also help moderate summer water temperatures, and re-established vegetation communities 

within the wetlands and riparian upland areas will increase habitat diversity and accessibility for 

aquatic dependent plants and animals. Enhanced floodplain connections with Bear Creek will be 

established that will increase the range of flow conditions where Bear Creek flows will contribute to 

hydrologic support of floodplain wetlands and streams. These connections will also allow fish 

access to the re-established wetlands and stream channels in the floodplain. 

 

 

Wetland/Stream/Buffer Functions Not Mitigated at 
Mitigation Bank 

Describe any functions that will be affected by the project that are not expected to be compensated 

for by the mitigation bank.  This may include functions that are not provided by the bank or 

functions that a regulatory agency has determined must be replaced within or near the project area. 

Examples include stormwater treatment, groundwater recharge, flood storage, riparian habitat and 

others. If there are functions that will not be addressed by the mitigation bank, then explain how 

these functions will be otherwise mitigated by the project – cite other documents that describe this 

mitigation. This may include restoration of temporarily impacted areas as well. Alternatively, it is 

possible that a specific bank will not compensate for every function of the affected wetland but that 

there will be a net gain in other functions that justifies that loss. If so, explain the reasoning that 

lead to that conclusion. 

This will be a project-specific discussion. See the following example Bank Use Plans for how this 

section was presented:  

http://www.ci.lacenter.wa.us/city_departments/pdfs/2016_Highland_MitigationBankUsePlan.pdf 

 https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/sia-wetland-removal/sia-wetland-removal-

revised-wetland-mitigation-bank-use-plan.pdf 

https://mountvernonwa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10312/CheemaDivisionStWetlandMitgn-

FINAL-1?bidId=  
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Proposed Mitigation Credits 

Show the mitigation ratios that were used to calculate the total number of bank credits needed to 

compensate for the project impacts. Include a summary table of project impacts and the number of 

credits required for each type of impact to aquatic or critical areas.   

The KFMB credit to impact ratios are: 

 

Permanent Resource Impact Credit to Impact Ratio 

Wetland, Category I Case by case 

Wetland, Category II 1.2 to 1 

Wetland, Category III 1.0 to 1 

Wetland, Category IV 0.85 to 1 

Critical Area Buffer 0.3 to 1 

Stream Case by case 

 

 

Credit Purchase or Transfer Timing 

This section should note the anticipated timing of purchase or transfer of the credits and any other 

details regarding credit use that may be relevant to the permit process.   

Suggested text is: 

Project Applicant name will enter into a Purchase Agreement with Keller Farm Mitigation Bank 

(Habitat Bank, LLC) to purchase xx credits that would appropriately mitigate for the proposed 

project impacts. The anticipated timing of credit purchase and transfer is date, following permit 

issuance by the agencies with jurisdiction. Purchase of credits will be completed prior to the onset 

of any activities affecting impacted resources. Nothing in the Purchase Agreement shall be 

interpreted as permitting or construed to permit any activity that otherwise requires a federal, 

state and/or local permit. Proof of the credit purchase and transfer will be provided in the form a 

notification letter to the approving agencies and to the IRT co-chairs by the Bank Sponsor.  Upon 

service of this notification, the mitigation requirement to purchase xx mitigation credits will be 

fully satisfied.  
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